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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Funding a post secondary education can be an expensive investment. Depending on 
choice of college, whether public or private and residency status, the cost may range from 
$25,000 to $85,000 or more for four years of study (College Board, 1993). In fact, a recent 
newspaper article suggested that for the first time in history the cost of attendance at several 
United States universities had actually exceeded $100,000 for four years of study (Honan, 
1994). In addition, it is not unusual for students to take five full years to complete a 
baccalaureate degree program. This can add a substantial sum to the cost of earning a degree. 
Considering this cost information, it is not surprising that many people believe a university 
education is unafibrdable. 
Family income has certainly been a determining factor in college enrollment decisions. 
Ideally, the interest, drive, and ability of a student factor in to this decision yet, frequently, 
family income is the critical factor. When viewing higher education strictly from an economic 
standpoint, restricting college access based on family income can have a devastating effect on 
the ability of an individual to iSnancially prosper in our society. 
An educational attainment study conducted by American College Testing (1992a) 
suggested that household income is heavily influenced by the level of schooling completed. 
This study indicated that when the head of the household had earned a college degree the 
average yearly family income was slightly over $50,000. When only a high school diploma 
had been obtained the average income was less than $30,000. The study further suggested 
that income will increase for those in the latter category if they complete at least some college. 
The average income for those who had one to three years of college was nearly $35,000. This 
suggests that the college experience and particularly college graduation are strong factors in 
determining a persons options and financial future. To put this in perspective, if it cost a 
student $50,000 to attend college for four years of study, but their income potential was 
increased by $20,000 per year for the duration of their working life, then college would have 
to be considered a relative bargain. 
In recent years state budget pressures and an excessive national debt have made it 
nearly unpossible for student financial aid to keep pace with inflation and tuition increases. 
Budgetary pressures have caused tuition to escalate, while staff size has dwindled and 
programs have been cut. Declining student aid resources, leading to increased borrowing, 
have placed many students in a position where they are entering the labor market with loan 
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indebtedness in excess of $40,000 (Mumper, 1993). Facing this type of debt burden can deter 
many students from enrolling in college. 
The basic purpose of the current financial aid structure is defined by the Higher 
Education Amendments Act (HEA) of 1965. This act was designed to increase higher 
education access for low income and minority students (Griffith, 1986). Some significant 
elements of HEA 1965 were the origination of the first federal need based grant programs and 
the initiation of the guaranteed student loan program. This provided an overall balanced 
strategy of federal financial aid when combined with the already existing college work study 
program (Poorman, 1992). 
Another key facet of HEA 1965 was the development of a national need analysis 
concept. In essence, families could now complete an aid application form which would 
determme their expected family contribution (EFC) for one year of college attendance. This 
EEC in turn was used to determme whether the student would be eligible to receive federal 
grants, loans, or college work study funds. This system of utilizing a national need analysis 
calculation is still in existence today. Some changes have been made to the federal programs 
and the need analysis construct, but the concept of a federal need analysis formula has endured 
now for nearly thirty years. Socioeconomic factors and political conditions combined with the 
experiences of families and aid administrators have resulted in some refinements and 
adaptations to the need analysis process. 
During the period from 1965 to 1975 there were numerous methods utilized to 
determine family contributions and ultimately student financial need. The basis in 
philosophical positions varied greatly among the different formulae. The need analysis 
construct was consistent but there was a great deal of variance with regard to interpretation 
and data collection on the part of the institutions. As a result, confusion and fiiistration for 
students, parents, and aid administrators ensued. In 1975 a single needs analysis formula was 
adopted by the National Task Force on Student Aid Problems (ACT 1986). This need 
analysis formula, referred to as Uniform Methodology (UM), served as the national standard 
untU 1987 (ACT 1986). 
In 1987 the need analysis formula was changed from UM to Congressional 
Methodology or CM (ACT 1992b). In 1992 additional legislative activity produced another 
national need analysis system. Federal Methodology (FM), which then replaced CM for the 
1993-1994 academic year. Thus, during a seven year period from 1986 through 1993 three 
completely separate national need analysis formulas were utilized to determine the student and 
family's ability to pay for college. 
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For currently enrolled students and those in the financial aid profession constant 
changes have made it difficult to plan and budget for the university experience. There is 
virtually no guarantee that the system will not change drastically firom one year to the next. 
As such, the savings plan, started ten years ago, may actually work negatively when a child 
reaches college enrollment age. Over the years many families and aid professionals have 
questioned the need for and purpose of the constant changes in student aid legislation. 
Student financial aid is a pluralistic endeavor. Funding is provided by multiple 
sources. Legislative changes can heavily effect the role of these sources. The four main 
sources of funding include: the federal government, state government, students and their 
families, as well as philanthropic interests. The fund balance from these sources is at best a 
delicate one. Legislative changes can swiftly shift the burden of funding fi'om one area to 
another. If extreme care is not exercised in legislative enactment, changes can cause an 
imbalance in, or an overload to, one or more of the aforementioned funding sources. Such 
changes could result in restricted access to higher education, excessive student debt burdens, 
unrealistic funding expectations, and extreme confusion on the part of aid administrators, 
students and their families. 
When assessing legislative changes many questions arise. For example: What were 
these changes designed to do? Did the changes accomplish the predetermined goals? Were 
certain funding sources drastically effected either positively or negatively? Do the changes 
promote the underlying student aid goals of access and equality? What, if any, are the positive 
and negative side effects of these changes? How do students, families, and financial aid 
professionals feel about these changes? Who benefits and who loses as a result of these 
changes? There are many other questions, but these are the type of queries prompting the 
research conducted in this report. The philosophical basis and structural changes resulting 
firom a new need analysis formula are reviewed in the literature review section of this report. 
The new FM formula introduced a variety of differences in the way financial aid was 
processed and in the calculation for determining financial need. Of importance to this study 
were the changes made in the calculation of Parental Contributions (PC). Parental 
Contributions were derived fi'om two separate calculations. The first applied a treatment to 
parent's total income, and the second did the same for assets. Using Congressional 
Methodology the income treatment was as follows; Total income minus taxes paid, minus 
allowable medical, dental, employment, and tuition expenses, and minus standard maintenance 
allowance or estimated cost of basic family necessities equals PC fi'om income. Using Federal 
Methodology allowances for medical and dental expenses were dropped (OSFA,1993) 
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On the asset side, the treatment under CM was as follows: Total net worth minus 
asset protection allowance multiplied by the appropriate asset conversion rate equals PC from 
assets. Using FM the principles remained the same but home and family farm equity were no 
longer considered as part of total net worth (OSFA, 1993). This was the change that 
provided the impetus for this study. Studying the farm family aid filer subset will provide 
some insight to the success and validity of the FM structure. Further, this subset is the topic 
of considerable current debate. Many institutions are contemplating the use of a supplemental 
form to collect the previously discussed asset information. This information would then be 
utilized in a separate institutional EFC calculation to determine eligibility for campus based 
programs (Dowling, personal commnication, 1994). 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine how asset removal, inherent in the Federal 
Methodology (FM) need analysis formula, effeted farm family aid filers and the aid community 
in general. The researcher postulated that elimination of home and farm assets would result in 
increased student need, creating additional pressure on families and institutions for funding 
higher education. It was further predicted that the new need formula, coupled with a changed 
Pell allocation schedule, would result in lower federal gift aid for families. 
To assess these changes, a series of tests were performed on original aid filer data. 
These tests compared parent contributions and Pell awards between aid years and need 
analysis formulas. Attempts were made to assess the causes of any changes found. The 
results of this research will provide valuable information to college administrators for campus 
based policy decisions regarding student aid awards. 
Need for the Study 
Currently, several higher education institutions are contemplating a return to some 
version of the old CM formula. There appears to be a genuine concern that too much of the 
funding burden for student financial aid is now falling on the shoulders of the students, 
parents, and the institution. In an efifort to reduce this burden, many administrators are using, 
or considering the use oC a supplement asset form. Institutions would require student aid 
filers to complete the supplemental form to accompany the income information already 
provided on the federal aid application. This supplemental form would collect the asset 
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information which is under scrutiny in this document. Because of the diverse and often quite 
large asset values reported by many farm families under the old UM and CM formulas, this 
research should provide valuable data for future decisions regarding the needs analysis 
formula and institutional policies and procedures related to this process. 
Research Questions 
The research questions presented in this study were answered on the basis of needs 
analysis results. Sample methodologies utilizing federally approved need analysis calculators, 
AllCalc2 and AllCalc3, tested and compared original CM results with outputs under the FM 
analysis. Original 1992 aid application data were evaluated. The original CM data were also 
tested against identical data, first deleting home and then removing home and farm equity. 
Other questions were addressed via a combination of analysis results, philosophical and ethical 
considerations as well as the review of literature. Considering the purpose of and need for 
this study, the research questions were as follows: 
Research Question 1: What effect does the need analysis change have on expected parental 
contributions for farm families? 
Research Question 2; What effect does the change in need analysis have on the student's 
federal Pell Grant award? 
Research Question 3: What effect does the need analysis change have on potential student 
loan indebtedness? 
Research Question 4; Does the new need analysis formula serve the needy student.? 
Relevant Definitions 
The following definitions and abbreviations were utilized directly or indirectly 
throughout this report and are provided here for reader clarity and convenience. 
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Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) - total taxable income minus allowable IRS adjustments. This 
figure comes fi-om the IRS Form 1040, Form 1040A, or Form 1040EZ, whichever is 
applicable. 
Aid Eligibility - also know as financial need, is derived by subtracting Family Contribution and 
unassessed veterans benefits fi'om the Cost of Attendance. 
AllCalc - federally approved microcomputer software which calculates student aid eligibility. 
Pell Grant Indexes, and award calculations. In this study both AllCalc 92-93 or AllCalc 2 (for 
Congressional Methodology) and AllCalc 93-94 or AllCalc 3 (for Federal Methodology) were 
utilized. 
Asset Protection Allowance - a need analysis formula allowance subtracted fi'om the Total 
Net Worth of assets so that families have some of their assets protected for emergencies and 
retirement. 
Assets - includes cash and savings, business equity, real estate investments, home equity and 
farm equity. Assets, as defined under Federal Methodology are to exclude home equity and 
farm equity for families who reside on their farm. 
Budget or Cost of Attendance - is determined annually by individual institution. Included in 
this figure are: tuition, room and board, books and supplies, personal, medical, and 
transportation expenses for a specified academic time period. 
College Work-Study (CWS) - a campus based federal work program designed to provide 
part-time employment to students who demonstrate need. 
Congressional Methodology (CM) - the federally mandated need analysis formula in operation 
fi'om 1986-1992. In 1986 it replaced Uniform Methodology (UM) and in 1993 it was 
replaced by Federal Methodology (FM). 
Dependent Student - a student who, based on the need formula, must provide parental 
information and have that information utilized in the family contribution calculator. 
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Direct Loan - the newest version of the original Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL), later 
referred to as the Stafford Loan. The biggest difference between this loan and its 
predecessors is that the student does not have to apply to the lender, they need only apply at 
the higher education institutions, if they offer the program. 
Family Contribution (FC) - in this study FC will be used interchangeably with Expected 
Family Contribution (EFC) and Total Family Contribution (TFC). The Family Contribution is 
determined by adding the Parent Contribution (PC) and Student Contribution (SC) as 
determined by Federal Methodology. It is utilized in the aid eligibility calculation to determine 
student need. 
Farm Equity - is the value of the farm including land, buildings, inventory, machinery and any 
other related items, minus the debt on same. 
Federal Methodology (FM) - is the currently employed federally mandated need analysis 
formula utilized in determming eligibility for federal aid programs. FM replaced CM in 1993 
and some of its components are the main focus of this research. 
Financial Need - see Aid Eligibility definition. 
Home Equity - is the value of the home minus any debt owed on that home. Home equity was 
eliminated from the need analysis calculation in 1993 and is an integral part of the study. 
Independent Student - a student who, based on the need formula is not required to provide 
parental information on the aid application form. For these students, student contribution is 
equal to family contribution. Students are classified as independent if they are: twenty four 
years old by January of the aid year, veterans, words of the court, married, or enrolled in 
graduate or professional school. 
Need - see Aid Eligibility definition. 
Need Analysis - the formula and process used to determine if a student is eligible to receive 
financial aid. 
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Parental Contribution (PC) - the amount of money, as determined by Federal Methodology, 
that parents are expected to contribute toward the educational expenses of their college bound 
child. This is based primarily on income, assets, family size and is divided by the number of 
family members attending college on at least a one half time basis. 
Pell Grant - named for Senator Claiborne Pell, this grant was created in 1972 to assist low 
income families with tuition expenses. It is available only to first baccalaureate degree 
undergraduate students. Unlike educational loans no repayment is required. This grant was 
originally known as the Basic Education Opportunity Grant or BEOG. 
Pell Grant Index (PGI) - the number applied to the Pell Grant Payment Schedule (see 
Appendbc C) to determine how much if any Pell Grant a student may receive. When 
Congressional Methodology was employed a separate Pell Grant calculation was utilized to 
produce the PGI. Under Federal Methodology only one formula is employed and family 
contribution is used to replace PGI. Though the term PGI was eliminated under Federal 
Methodology, it is still used by some aid administrators to provide clarity between expected 
family contribution and the number used to determine Pell Grant awards. 
Pell Grant Payment Schedule - (see Appendix C) is used to determine amount of Pell Grant a 
student is eligible to receive. Under CM the PGI number is plugged into the table. Under 
FM, the FC is utilized. 
Stafford Loan - formerly Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL). Is a need based, low interest 
educational loan with interest and principal payments deferred until six months after the 
student graduates or ceases to be enrolled as at least a one half time student in a degree 
program. See Direct Loan for additional information. Note: thanks to recent legislation 
there is now a subsidized version (see above) and an unsubsidized version of this loan. The 
unsubsidized loan is not need based and payments are not deferred, but rather begin 60 days 
after loan processing. 
Student Aid Application - is the form students and their families complete to have their Aid 
Eligibility Determined. This form collects income, asset, and family information for the 
Federal needs analysis calculation. Under the CM formula the two most common forms were 
the Family Financial Statement (ITS) and the Federal Aid Form (FAF). There was a slight fee 
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assessed for processing these forms. Under FM, there is only one form which is the Free 
Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA). No fee is required for this form, and the free, 
single form, was a key legislative goal of FM. 
Student Contribution (SC) - the amount of money, as determined by Federal Methodology, 
that a student is expected to contribute toward their educational expenses. As vath PC it is 
primarily based on income and assets. 
Student Financial Aid - the variety of funding sources available to students and their families 
to assist in the funding of a college education. 
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) - is a federal grant program designed 
for students with very high financial need. Preference for this grant is given to Pell Grant 
eligible students. 
Supplemental Form - an asset collection tool currently being used by several institutions. It is 
designed to collect the asset data eliminated under FM to produce a separate calculation, 
similar to CM, for disbursement of institutional funds. 
Total Net Worth - is the total value of all assets used in the need calculation. Under CM these 
included: cash, savings, home, business, farm, and investment equity. Federal Methodology 
eliminates home and farm equity from the equation. 
Uniform Methodology (UM) - the federal need formula from 1975 to 1986. It was replaced 
by CM in 1987. 
Verification - the process used by student aid ofiGces to ensure proper reporting of aid 
application data. It involves checking income data against actual family tax data, and entails 
verifying assets and family size information. 
Study Assumptions 
There are three main assumptions associated with this research. First, because the 
randomly selected information used came from actual 1992-1993 aid applications, it was 
assumed that these data were a representative sample of Iowa farm family aid filers. Second, 
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it was assumed that since federally endorsed need analysis calculators, AllCalc 92 and 
AllCalc93, were used to evaluate the data, the resultant financial aid eligibility information is 
accurate. Third, it was assumed that the statistical procedure utilized in this study was a valid 
means of comparing output calculations. 
Study Significance 
In 1992, Iowa State University received 2225 aid applications reporting some form of 
family farm ownership. Since this number represents nearly thirteen percent of the total aid 
applications received by this institution, it is logical to assume that the removal of assets for 
this group could have a significant impact on aid packaging and institutional fund utilization. 
Further, if this situation exists at Iowa State University it is highly likely, particularly in 
heartland states, that other institutions face similar scenarios. As such, this research should 
provide some foundation for policy decisions and future study of this topic. 
Study Limitations 
This study was not designed to address the various special circumstances which may 
exist for farm family aid filers. Neither was it intended to scrutinize asset and income levels 
for the sample population. Rather, it was intended to determine if there was significant 
changes in the &mily contributions and Pell Grant Indexes for farm families in general. It was 
also designed to lend some insight into the effect of home equity elimination for all aid filers. 
The study's primary focus was dependent students fi'om farm families. The research 
did not look at independent student farm owners. Since this population represented only two 
percent of the farm filers at Iowa State University, the value of that data seemed questionable 
at best. Further, experience suggested that this group is typically younger, controls less 
assets, and is fi'equently in the process of a career change when returning to college. 
Therefore, it was determined that studying independent students, particularly given sample 
size, would not be a significant contribution to the financial aid community. 
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CHAPTER n. LITERATURE REVffiW 
The review of literature contains an overview of the economic value of higher 
education, a brief history of federal and state involvement in the student aid process, and a 
discussion of higher education funding sources. It also examines recent trends and legislative 
activities in relation to the higher education constituency. The final section of the review 
discusses farm families, their aid eligibility status, and the effect of recent legislation on this 
target population, and the financial aid community as a whole. 
The Economic Value of Higher Education 
The perception of higher education and its economic value has been changing during 
the past twenty five years. As more people have become educated the perceived value of 
higher education has declined (Leslie and Brinkman, 1988). Much of this acumination has 
come fi'om personal discoveries and media chronicles. Leslie and Brinkman (1988) observed 
that many people have direct experience vath long applicant lists for professional positions or 
children returning firom college unable to find employment. Further, they noted that media 
reports of overcrowding in various professions have contributed to the declining value 
perception. Finally, they noted that the individual decision to invest in higher education has 
been largely based upon expected financial returns. The prevailing perception is that these 
returns have declmed in recents years. 
Alfest (1992) explained that though it is quite often not viewed as such, a college 
education is a very important financial investment. He further noted that although there are 
successful people without a college degree, statistics suggests life time earnings for college 
graduates are hundreds of thousands of dollars higher than those of high school graduates. 
The cost of a college education is not a nominal one. As was discussed earlier, the 
cost of an undergraduate degree can range anywhere fi'om twenty five thousand dollars to 
eighty five thousand dollars or more. Those figures represent only the student's subsistence 
level expenses, including tuition and fees, for the duration of an undergraduate education. 
This does not include the energy and effort of the participant nor the four or five years of lost 
wages sacrificed while attending college. 
For a variety of reasons, college cost of attendance has increased at roughly twice the 
rate of inflation during the past decade (Alfest, 1992). If this trend continues, the relative cost 
of a higher education Avill grow alarmingly in the years to come. 
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Considering the national debt, state budgetary constraints, and the trend toward 
increasing college costs, who should invest in higher education? According to Leslie and 
Brinkman (1988) private investment in higher education has been a good decision for most 
and an outstanding one for many. The studies of Leslie and Brinkman (1988) suggested that 
monetary yields for this investment are better than benchmark yields for most alternatives. 
They also revealed that non-monetary benefits add highly to this return. Further, they 
suggested that for some, such as those in the helping professions, non-monetaiy benefits alone 
may provide adequate returns. Based on the work of Leslie and Brinkman, the ultimate 
conclusion was that a private investment in higher education is likely to provide attractive 
dividends. Alfest (1992) also concluded that prospective students can receive attractive gains 
while earning such benefits as self-esteem. 
College can build quality of life, enhance self-esteem, and improve socioeconomic 
status. Further, it has been a critical vehicle in the development of the norms on networks 
essential to an informed citizeniy. Though it is difficult to measure these factors there are few 
who would argue their existence. College graduates have, on average, earned almost twice as 
much per month as high school graduates (NCREPE, 1993) It has also been much less likely 
for college graduates to be unemployed (NCREPE, 1993). Further, Fesco (1993) affirmed 
that during the past decade, for 24 to 34 year old males, the incomes of college graduates 
have increased by ten percent while those of high school graduates have decreased by nine 
percent. 
Even in these times of increased expenses and limited resources, a private investment 
in college appears to be economically sound for most people. Mortenson (1989) warned that 
costs can be raised to a level where the net benefits of higher education falls below that of the 
alternatives. Though it appears that has not happened, current trends and conditions are 
pushing in that direction. 
Investment in college is not simply an individual decision. The economic value of this 
investment must also be weighed by governments, communities, and donors or philanthropic 
interests. According to Leslie and Brinkman (1988) higher education has been a key 
contributor toward national income, and an extremely valuable investment to the communities 
where these institutions reside. In some cases the institution may be the single most valuable 
industry within the community. The return on this investment at the federal, state, and local 
levels has been at least as attractive as the individual's investment (Leslie and Brinkman, 
1988). Again, the return on these investments has consistently outperformed nearly all 
alternatives. 
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Looking to the future, raising costs and budget restrictions could severely threaten the 
net return for this investment. Student aid programs, already a key factor in the economic 
formula, will undoubtedly become even more important. To preserve the United States' 
ranking as the worlds unchallenged leader in higher education, measures must be taken to 
level off price mcreases while providing more effective subsidies (NCREPE, 1993). Policy 
makers will need to be cognizant of these facts when contemplating future legislative activity 
aimed at higher education. 
A Brief History of Federal and State Involvement in Direct Student Aid 
To understand the future of student aid is going, it is necessary to comprehend its past. 
Student financial aid is a relatively new phenomena. In the early days most student assistance 
came in the form of privately donated support rather than institutional or federal funds 
(Morris, 1988). 
Prior to WW H, states were largely responsible for subsidy to higher education in the 
form of low tuition (Meisinger and Dubeck, 1984). Following World War n a dramatic shift 
in funding was introduced by the G.I. Bill of 1944 (Zelanak & Cockriel, 1986). The GI Bill 
represented the first federal conunitment to funding individual students. A second phase of 
the GI Bill was implemented following the Korean War in 1953 (ISU, 1985). 
In 1957 the Soviet Union launched Sputnik. The launching of this satellite may have 
been the single most important factor in developing the system of student aid utilized today. 
The Sputnik launching tore at the heart of American vanity and cries went out that something 
was drastically wrong with our society an educational system (Brogan, 1985). The response 
to these assertions brought forth groundbreaking federal involvement in student assistance. In 
1958 repercussions fi'om this "technological crisis" resulted in the National Defense Education 
Act and the creation of the National Defense Student Loan (NDSL) Program (ISU, 1985). 
There were some Congressional disagreements over content of the NDSL legislation 
prior to enactment. Some in Congress lobbied for scholarships while others lobbied strictly 
for loans. In the end, the NDSL program was adopted. Though it was a loan program rather 
than a scholarship or grant program, NDSL's represented a compromise which brought us 
much closer to the first federally subsidized gifts (ISU, 1985). 
The NDSL program set forth some rather unusual provisions. These provisions 
represented an agreement between members of Congress who supported scholarships and 
those who opposed them (ISU, 1985). One such critical provision allowed the cancellation of 
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loan indebtedness for borrowers who pursed pedagogical professions upon degree completion 
(ISU, 1985). Therefore, in short, borrowers who chose pedagogical pursuits were essentially 
receiving scholarships. 
In 1964 the Economic Opportunities Act (EOA) was adopted. Significant to this act 
was the creation of a federally fiinded College Work Study (CWS) Program. Essentially, 
CWS provided federal subsidies to institutions of higher learning in exchange for increased 
student employment opportunities on campus. This combined with the NDSL program 
provided institutions with federally funded student work and loan programs. 
The real breakthrough toward the student aid system used today can be traced to the 
Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965 (Fesco, 1993). There are several prominent elements 
of this act. Some of the elements have had great bearing on and are the foundation for the 
current system of student financial aid. This act, part of President Johnson's Great Society 
Era, formalized the concept of educational access as a critical societal and student assistance 
goal (Poorman, 1992). This act was an explicit federal commitment to achievement of equal 
educational opportunity through providing aid to needy students (ACSFA, 1990). 
For those who have worked in student aid or have gone through the student aid 
process, Title IV is a very familiar term. Title IV was a critical component of HEA 1965. 
Among the five programs authorized by Title IV were: Pell Grants (formerly Basic 
Educational Opportunity Grants), Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG), 
and Guaranteed Student Loans (GSL's) (ACSFA, 1990). The first two were targeted toward 
low income and minority students while the latter was intended more as an access vehicle for 
middle income students. The coupling of these programs with CWS and NDSL provided 
balanced federal assistance to students in post secondary education. 
Since 1965 there have been numerous legislative changes which have essentially 
shaped the aid system utilized today. The Educational Amendments of 1972 brought to 
fiuition the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG), which has since been renamed the 
Pell Grant. This represented the federal governments broadest effort toward scholarships. 
The BEOG was an extension of the Educational Opportunity Grant (EOG) established in 
1965. (ISU, 1985) For reference purposes, the EOG was renamed the Supplemental 
Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) by this 1972 legislation. 
In 1978 President Carter signed the Middle Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA) 
which some now believe paved the way for present day student loan default rates and 
decreases in grant and work assistance (Bennett, 1990). The MISAA was primarily designed 
to reduce the gro^^dng burden of college costs for middle-income families. This was 
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accomplished through expanded access to Pell Grants and the removal of income restrictions 
for Guaranteed Student Loans (Poorman, 1992). One side effect of this le^slation was an 
increase in expenditures for the Pell Grant program which slowed the growth of Pell Grant 
maximums. Mumper (1993) indicated that since the mid-1970's, the real value of Pell Grants 
has dropped markedly while student loan indebtedness has drastically increased. 
The ultimate effect of the MISAA was a sharp increase in the level of federal funding 
required to maintain programs. Partly in response to this, the Reagan Administration enacted 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. This act was a vehicle to reduce and control 
federal spending on higher education primarily by limiting access to federal loan programs 
(Poorman, 1986). 
The Education Amendments of 1986, under the guidance of the Reagan 
Administration, extended the tradition of the MISAA by again addressing middle-income 
access (Mortenson, 1988). The HEA of 1986 mandated a change in need analysis formulas 
from the long standing Uniform Methodology (UM) to the new Congressional Methodology 
(CM) formula. At that same time the Pell Grant formula was adjusted to add addition ofiTsets 
against family income (Mortensen, 1988). In a nutshell, the latter increased grant access for 
middle-income families at the expense of low-income applicants. In other words, maximum . 
awards to low-income families were stunted in favor of more funding for higher income 
applicants (Mortensen, 1988). The change to the CM formula, accompanied by additional 
program restrictions, altered the definition of an independent student and restricted aid access 
for many families. Though it may have met the Congressional goal of simplification, it 
certainly served to again reduce the federal funding burden. 
Interestingly, as part of the 1986 amendments. Congress established the Advisory 
Committee on Student Financial Assistance (ACSFA, 1990). The overriding objective for this 
committee was to increase educational access, via Title IV programs, for low and middle-
income families (ACSFA, 1990). 
Considering the Educational Amendments of 1992, there are some serious questions 
surrounding the agenda and effectiveness of the ACSFA committee. The 1992 amendments 
carried a familiar theme. In essence, the majority of changes were again targeted toward 
middle-income student access (OSFA, 1993). Once again, little attention was paid to the 
high-need, low-income family. 
Pell Grant program authorized maximums were decreased in 1993. In fact, the 
maximum authorized Pell Grant award was the same for 1993 as it had been in 1989. Other 
1992 changes appeared to be even more loan oriented than past legislation. A new. 
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unsubsidized loan program was made available to all students without regard to financial need. 
In addition, loan limit maximums were increased substantially (ICS AC, 1992). Analyzing this 
legislation, it is difficult to see any promotion of low-income access, the stated, primary 
purpose of student aid. 
The 1992 amendments authored in a new need analysis formula. Federal Methodology 
(FM) replaced Congressional Methodology (CM) as the federally approved and mandated 
need assessment tool. The FM assessment had addition, built in, offsets for middle-income 
families. Most prevalent among those offsets was the elimination of home equity and farm 
equity from the need calculation. The elimination of these two asset elements from the need 
formula is the primary focus of this research. 
State involvement in direct student aid is a relatively recent occurrence. Historically, 
direct state student aid support did not begin until after the federal government became 
involved. Until the late 1970's less than half of the states even had aid programs (ISU, 198S). 
Of those who had programs, many were very small. Prior to 1972 a handful of states 
provided the majority of assistance. New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Illinois, California, and 
New Jersey, all boasted progressive programs (ISU, 1985). With the exception of those six 
states, however, direct aid to students was almost non-existent. 
The progression toward direct aid state support was greatly enhanced by the State 
Student Incentive Grant (SSIG) clause within the 1972 educational amendments. The SSIG 
program is a matching fund which was specifically designed to encourage state participation in 
direct student aid funding (Meisinger and Dubeck, 1984). Dollars could be used for the 
purpose of initiating a program or expanding on those already in existence. Over the years 
this proved to be a very successful endeavor. 
There is one note regarding state assistance that should be clarified before moving to 
the next section. The information just discussed relates only to direct aid state support. It 
does not apply to overall allocation of funds to support higher education. State support in 
direct aid to students is relatively small. Overall state support, however, is considerably 
larger. This will be reviewed in the following section. 
Funding Sources 
The funding of student financial aid is a pluralistic venture. As was mentioned in the 
preceeding chapter, there are essentially four main participants involved. They include: the 
federal government, state and local governments, philanthropic interests, as well as students 
and their families (Hauptman & Roose, 1993). 
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The key player in this partnership has been the federal government. There are two 
very sound reasons for this assertion. First, federal government makes the policies and 
mandates the formulas for need determination. Second, in regard to direct student aid, the 
federal government has provided by far the largest share. Kirshstein (1992) indicated that the 
federal share of student aid funding in 1990 was 75 percent or 21 billion dollars. 
The current system of federal aid offers a balance between grants, loans, and work 
study funds (NCREPE, 1993). The importance of the federal role in this funding partnership 
can hardly be overstated. Its position as policy maker and primary resource provider puts the 
federal government in an extremely powerful position where student aid is concemed.Being in 
this position dictates that extreme care must be exercised in choices of program support, 
funding levels, and legislative activity. Though the federal government has tremendous 
influence in student aid, it is noteworthy that as of 1990 it was funding only about 10 percent 
of total higher education expenses (Hauptman & Roose 1993). Therefore, it is extremely 
important that any legislative activities take into account the heavy funding burdens already 
placed on its finance partners. 
As was previously noted, state and local governments pay a relatively small portion of 
direct student aid. They do, however, account for a significantly larger portion of total higher 
education expenses. According to Meisinger and Dubeck (1984) state and local governments 
represent the single largest source of higher education funding. Meisinger and Dubeck 
discerned that of the 65 billion dollars received by colleges in 1981, over 33 percent came 
fi'om this source. Though this is quite a significant share, Hauptman and Roose (1993) 
suggest it has been declining in recent years. 
While states generally spend considerably more money on public education, the federal 
government has typically spent more on the private side. The latter is also true for 
philanthropic interests. In general, philanthropic investments comprise somewhere between 
five to seven percent of the total spending for higher education (Hauptman and Roose, 1993). 
Considering the billions of dollars spent on higher education each year, philanthropy is a key 
investor that should be cultivated and encouraged. Philanthropic organizations have many 
worthwhile investments to choose firom, such as K-12 education, so it is essential that their 
importance to higher education be recognized. (NCRFPSE, 1993). 
The family share in funding higher education has come primarily in the form of 
spending on direct educational expenses minus any gift aid received (Hauptman & Roose, 
1993). Though it may sound strange, families also share the cost of student aid funding. The 
high cost of unmet financial need sometimes dictates that families must provide a portion of 
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their own student assistance. For clarity sake, unmet financial need represents the difference 
between cost of attendance minus expected family contribution and total aid assistance 
offered. 
Many financial aid packages do not provide assistance to the level of demonstrated 
student need. At Iowa State University, for example, there is nearly a 13 million dollar 
shortfall in funding the unmet need of students (E.E. Dowling, personal communication, 
1993). If a student with unmet need chooses to attend college they must provide these 
additional resources or find a way to reduce their cost of attendance. For these students, the 
expense burden is extremely high. In essence, students and their parents must provide not 
only the expected family contribution, but also a portion of the financial aid package. 
Hauptman and Roose (1993) estimated the family funding share for higher education at nearly 
50 percent. 
Kramer (1993) argued that there must be acceptance of the present pluralism of 
funding sources in higher education and that no one source can be expected to finance post 
secondary education. Kramer further suggested that our current funding system has structural 
weaknesses. These weaknesses have caused government funds to be spread thinly among the 
family economic classes. By expanding program access to middle class families, a share of 
government funding has effectively been shifted from low-income applicant to middle and 
upper-income families. Kramer recommended that upper-income families must spend more 
while the trend of shifting resources to higher-income families must be reversed. 
It is in student aids' best interest for the federal government to coordinate the 
partnership for higher education funding (NASFAA, 1990). Through coordination student aid 
can achieve maximum efficiency of state and private dollars while allowing federal resources 
to more effectively promote access and choice (NASFAA, 1990). 
It is apparent that more coordination of all higher education funding is needed. As 
policy maker, the federal government is the logical choice for coordinating these activities. A 
number of incentive options are available to promote increased resource support from the 
higher education funding partners. Since the primary focus of this study, however, is the aid 
delivery system, specifically the need analysis formula, those options are not discussed here. 
Recent Trends and Legislative Activities 
The combination of a new need formula, an unrestricted loan program, and expanded 
loan limits, resulted in a substantial student borrowing increase between 1992 and 1993. At 
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Iowa State University, for example, the amount borrowed increased from over 32 million to 
over 52 million for the Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL) Programs (R.A. Lephardt, 
personal communication, October, 1994). According to Lephardt, the number of borrowers 
at Iowa State University (ISU) also increased from 9919 in 1992 to 14,024 in 1993. At the 
same time, Pell Grant allocated maximums were left stagnate. In fact. Pell maximums are 
essentially the same today as they were in 1989. A display of this information can be seen in 
(Table 1) which compares IS years of Pell maximums with the cost of attendance at ISU. 
To further complicate matters, the research of Breneman (1993) suggested that state 
aid is on the decline. Breneman's research noted that in 1992, for the first time in history, 
state appropriations for higher education actually dropped by one percent from the previous 
year. His research showed some very disconcerting trends. First, in 1992, twelve states 
decreased student aid dollars while increasing public tuition. Second, 36 states were 
providing less real dollars in 1993 than they had in 1991. Third, Breneman observed that the 
portions of state budgets designated for higher education are on the decline. In Iowa, for 
example, between 1991 and 1992 the cost of public tuition increased eight and one half 
percent. For that same period of time, state student aid declined over two percent (Breneman, 
1993). In 1993 state appropriations and all state aid programs were again reduced (ICSAC, 
1994). State tuition in Iowa, was again increased in 1993. 
Another important trend was identified by Zeianak and Cockriel (1986) who noted the 
increasing instutional emphasis on merit scholarship awards. According to Zeianak and 
Cockriel, at many institutions, equal access has taken a back seat to recruitment of high ability 
students. Further, merit awards have typically gone to students from upper income families 
who likely would have attended the college regardless of the scholarship offer (Zeianak and 
Cockriel, 1986). In short, funding which could have gone to high need families has been 
diverted to more affluent students. 
Federal Methodology, authorized in 1992, became a reality in 1993. To monitor its 
effect, the OfiBce of Student Financial Aid at Iowa State University compared need of 1992 
aid filers \^th the need of that same group in 1993. Tabulated results for the 9806 aid filers 
appears in (Table 2). Caution should be exercised in using Table 2 as aid application 
information may vary substantially from one year to the next. With that in mind, the 
comparison suggested a decrease in family contribution and an increase in student need under 
the FM calculation. Many aid administrators are worried about potentially dramatic shifts in 
FC's under the new formula (Eint, 1993). Large increases in need create additional 
competition for akeady depleted institutional fiinds. 
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Table 1. Comparison of Pell Grant Yearly Maximums with Undergraduate Student Costs at 
Iowa State University 1979-80 Through 1993-94. 
Pell Percent Iowa State Percent Pell Award 
Year Maximum Award Increase UG Budget Increase Budget 
1979-80 $1,800 12.50% $3,000 60.00% 
1980-81 $1,750 -2.78% $3,400 13.33% 51.47% 
1981-82 $1,670 -4.57% $3,900 14.71% 42.82% 
1982-83 $1,800 7.22% $4,300 10.26% 41.86% 
1983-84 $1,800 0.00% $4,650 8.14% 38.71% 
1984-85 $1,900 5.56% $4,850 4.30% 39.18% 
1985-86 $2,100 10.53% $5,050 4.12% 41.58% 
1986-87 $2,100 0.00% $5,550 9.90% 37.84% 
1987-88 $2,100 0.00% $6,120 10.27% 34.31% 
1988-89 $2,200 4.76% $6,940 13.40% 31.70% 
1989-90 $2,300 4.55% $7,420 6.92% 31.00% 
1990-91 $2,300 0.00% $7,810 5.26% 29.45% 
1991-92 $2,400 4.35% $7,510 -3.84% 31.96% 
1992-93 $2,400 0.00% $7,840 4.39% 30.61% 
1993-94 $2,300 -4.17% $8,150 3.95% 28.22% 
Note: Data are from Dowling (1994). 
Table 2. Reauthorization Comparison Report for 1992 Aid Filers Who Also Filed in 1993. 
Family Family Family Family Family 
Year in Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution Contribution 
College > + 1000 + 200 - 1000 + /-200 - 200 - 1000 < - 1000 
Freshman 135 55 178 122 279 
Sophomore 246 132 296 312 758 
Junior 266 132 411 331 726 
Senior 466 277 722 558 1458 
Other 178 85 1187 82 322 
Totals 1291 681 2794 1405 3543 
Note: Data are from Newhouse (1994). 
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Components of the need analysis formula have been under debate for a number of 
years. As the structure developed, it was eventually based on some common principles of 
economics (NASFAA, 1993b). Beyond the fundamentals, there was also some credit given 
for professional experience. This came in the form of professional judgment which allows aid 
administrators to review special circumstances and adjust analysis if deemed necessary 
(NASFAA 1993b). This concept is still in existence today, but its primary function is to 
review only individual circumstances, not groups as a whole. In other words, if an aid 
administrator feels the need formula is unfair to a given population, there is very little they can 
do to assist that group. On the other hand, if the formula puts undue pressure on institutional 
aid, administrators can exercise alternate calculations to alleviate that pressure. 
The aforementioned is significant for two reasons. First, exercising an alternate 
formula to save institutional dollars will ultimately place additional financial burdens on the 
families effected. Second, this is a conmion practice in student aid today. As was mentioned 
in the introduction of this report, many institutions are using, or contemplating the use of, a 
supplemental form to collect currently unassessed asset data (E.E. Dowling, personal 
conmiunication, 1994). This information is then utilized in an alternate formula to determine 
eligibility for campus based aid. 
HEA of 1992 was generally designed to simplify the aid process while expanding 
access to federal programs (NASFAA, 1993a). This legislation represented a Congressional 
effort to appease the middle class by making college more affordable for them (Ostling, 1992). 
Elimination of home and farm equity was a major vehicle to this end. These changes have 
assisted with the long standing student aid goals of access and choice for middle-income 
families. It would be difficult, however, to defend that thesis when discussing low-income 
families. 
Removing assets from the need calculation is a disregard for the principles of 
horizontal and vertical equity (ACT, 1992b). In other words, families who have invested 
monies in home and farm, are now receiving funding that would have gone to students from 
low-income families Avith no assets. This is a mechanism for middle class access, but it may 
also be a means for high-income access. It is almost certainly a deterrent to low-income 
access. 
One goal, that of aid process simplification, has at least partially been met. In 1992 
there were multiple application forms a family could complete when filing for federal aid. As 
of 1993, there is only one application form, the Free Application for Federal Student Aid 
(FAFSA). In addition, the form is less detailed and complex. Also, the application is fi-ee. 
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(FAFSA). In addition, the form is less detailed and complex. Also, the application is free, 
which might encourage more students to apply and eliminate the possibility of fund related 
processing delays. Finally, only one formula is now utilized to determine both Pell Grant and 
federal loan eli^bility. Until 1993 a separate Pell Grant Formula was required. 
On the negative side, changing the formula means releaming financial aid. Some 
families, who were familiar with the previous system, had based their educational plans on the 
old formula. Under Congressional Methodology there were a larger number of students who 
qualified for independent status. This meant that these students did not have to provide 
parental information on their application form. With Federal Methodology, those restrictions 
have been tightened and many of these students must now provide parental information on 
their aid application. In many cases this is not only confusing, but it also greatly reduces 
student eligibility. According to Rhind (1993) approximately 65 percent of 1992 Pell Grant 
recipients were independent students. Many of those students are now reclassified as 
dependent and their Pell eligibility has likely been reduced or eliminated. 
Changing need analysis formulas creates difficulties and a great number of alterations 
at the institutional level. As Sears (1994) puts it, financial aid professionals have become 
technocrats. The technocrats are spending their time trying to understand, define, and 
automate the complex maze of student aid. When major changes occur, such as the 
implementation of FM need analysis, it throws the aid office into a state of crisis management. 
Since many, perhaps most, aid offices today are automated, a major change like FM requires a 
great deal of work. New software, different programming, auditing, editing, and preparation 
of new informational materials all require time and money. Instead of staff time spent serving 
students, much more time is typically spent on system work. Instead of money spent on office 
publications and student education, it is spent on system implementation. 
Time spent on technical preparation and new program quality control takes energy 
away fi'om recruitment and retention efforts. The work of Terkla (198S) inferred that 
students who receive financial aid are more likely to graduate than those who do not. She 
also indicated that financial difficulties are a major reason for student drop out rates. The 
studies of St. John (1990) offered four important student aid insights. First, all financial aid 
promoted enrollment. Second, 100 dollars in direct assistance had a stronger effect on 
enrollment than 100 dollar tuition reduction. Third, low-income students were more 
responsive to gift aid than to loans or work. Fourth, high income families were less 
responsive to aid changes then were low-income. Each of these points is pertinent when 
considering current trends in student aid. 
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Three additional points need to be made before moving to the final section of this 
literature review. First, the studies of MufiFet, Snuth, and Jordan (1990) summarized that 
parents knew little about financial aid and that application complexity kept 14 percent of them 
from applying. Second, only 17 percent of parents felt student aid was fairly distributed 
(MufFet, et.al. 1990). Finally, Muffo (1987) noted that students perceived risk may often 
supersede the effect of tuition costs and financial aid in enrollment decisions. 
Farm Families 
A study of American history reveals that agriculture has played a critical role in our 
country. It is perhaps the reason for our existence as it is today. Were it not for colonist John 
Rolfe's aptitude for growing tobacco as an export crop, our heritage might very well have 
been quite different (Brogan, 1985). In the early days as disease, famine, and malarial 
conditions threaten to destroy early settlements, farming and exporting of tobacco crops was 
the impetus for continued support from abroad. Without the continued support in both labor 
and supplies from the home country, early settlers almost certainly would have perished or 
returned to England. 
From those early days forward agriculture continued to be a driving force in our 
nation's annals. Soon after emancipation from England, in keeping with the parable of a New 
World agrarian paradise, Thomas Jefferson referred to farmers as the backbone of our nation 
(Tuleja, 1992). As time passed, farm operations continued to grow and prosper. The period 
up to and including World War I (WW I) has been referred to as the golden age of 
agriculture (Friedland, Basch, & Rudy, 1991). As of 1920, farmers constituted nearly one 
third of the nation's population (Brogan, 1985). From this point forward, however, the 
agriculture picture has changed dramatically. 
Friedland et al. (1991) suggested that following WW n the farming situation changed 
as food became a political weapon and agriculture again began to flourish. Friedland et al. 
noted, that this economic process steadily pushed small farmers aside in favor of a more 
corporate approach. A series of events over the past two decades has left farming in almost a 
constant state of crises. Friedland et al. intimated that the 1973 oil crisis coupled with the 
Soviet-American grain deal, and a downturn in the global economy, placed many American 
farmers in a crises similar to that which followed WW I. 
In the early 1980's farming experienced a severe downturn which bottomed out in 
1985 (Edelman and Olsen 1988). The studies of Edelman and Olsen indicated that in Iowa, 
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for example, average farm income before taxes was only $1000 in 1985. Duffy and Stevens 
(1988) submitted that by 1987 farm income had increased substantially but that this was due in 
large part to an increase in government payments. 
Again, using Iowa farm families as an example, farm income continued to improve 
until 1991 when incomes dropped sharply (Jolly, 1993). Poor grain, weather related losses, 
varying commodity prices and harvest costs, have all contributed to fluctuating farm incomes 
in the 1990's (Jolly, 1993). Jolly's studies and those of Edelman and Olsen (1988), included a 
rating matrix to score the overall condition of farming operations. The matrix takes into 
account debt to asset ratios and yearly income. It then rates the family into one of four 
categories: strong, stable, weak, or severely stressed condition. Jolly's study inferred that by 
1993 nearly 80 percent of Iowa farm families were in strong or stable positions. 
The contemporary roller coaster ride for farmers has not been unlike that experienced 
in the financial aid community. The recent changes have been multiple and for the most part 
downward in tendency. Using Iowa as an example, however, the work of Jolly (1993) 
indicated that farming has righted itself somewhat in the past few years. Jolly's studies 
showed that Adjusted Net Cash income for Iowa farm families was nearly $61,000 in 1992. 
This represented a substantial improvement over the 1980's. The same can not be said for 
student aid where the trend has been toward continually higher costs and lower resources. 
Farmers represent a relatively small number of the total population of aid filers, and 
their income and asset information is complex and relatively confusing to the layperson. For 
these reasons, the researcher postulates that farmers are often overiooked or ignored in the 
student aid process. On the legislative side, the researcher further assumes that during the 
1980's farm crisis, farmers may have been bypassed in student aid regulations in favor of more 
direct assistance. Initiatives such as Payment in Kind (PIK) and the Conservation Reserve 
Program (CRP) were likely viewed as the most useful and viable means of assisting this 
population. 
For whatever reason, farm families have been conspicuously absent from aid legislation 
and student aid strategies in general. Given the historical significance of this population, 
described earlier in this section, and their recent economic difiQculties, this seemed surprising. 
Another oddity was the lack of attention farmers have received in student aid literature. In a 
recently published bibliography of student aid literature from 1988-1992, of the S91 
annotations contdned within, the researcher could not find a single reference to farming or 
agriculture (NASFAA, 1994). 
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In 1992 the educational amendments reversed this trend and brought family farmers to 
the forefront. Removal of farm equity from the need calculation has stirred much debate and a 
reasonable degree of concern. At the heart of the debate is the issue of equity. The focus of 
the concern is increased pressure on already scarce institutional funds, and campus time 
commitments spent on policy decisions for coping with these changes. 
To illustrate the debate, some examples are necessary. First, under the new formula it 
is possible for the child of a millionaire to receive a Pell Grant. For example, farmer Jones has 
one million dollars in unencumbered farm assets, little money in the bank, and shows a modest 
income for the year. In all likelihood his child will receive a Pell Grant. Second, and this 
applies to both home and farm equity, family A makes $30,000 in 1993 and so does family B. 
Family A however, has a $175,000 home nearly paid off. Family B does not own a home and 
has no assets to speak of In this case it would appear that family A is in much better shape 
than family B yet their children will receive exactly the same amount of financial aid. 
From a campus perspective, most administrators do not believe the aforementioned 
examples are equitable. In the first example a family with one million dollars in asset equity 
will be receiving Pell Grant and likely institutional grants if an alternate campus based formula 
is not applied. The gift aid going to this family effectively dilutes the pool of money available 
to assist low-income aid applicants. In the second example, the same is true only to a much 
lesser degree, plus the two families are treated equally which appears inequitable for family B. 
There is little that campus personnel can do about the Pell Grant disparity. For 
campus aid, however, they can collect asset information on a separate form and use it in an 
alternate analysis. The problem then requires time, staff, and makes for inconsistency. It 
takes time to collect the forms and perform verification on the data. Separate forms and 
calculation are inconsistent with the concept of simplification for aid filers and undoubtedly 
will be viewed as unfair by those who must complete the extra paperwork. Aid administrators 
are already overloaded with verification, awarding, loan processing and regulation 
compliance. Adding another step to salvage scarce institutional funds is not appealing, but 
may have to be done. The following research may assist with that decision. 
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CHAPTER in. METHODOLOGY 
Included in the methodology chapter are: a description of the population studied, the 
data collection process, and a section on data manipulation and testing procedures. 
To review, the purpose of this study was to determine how asset removal, inherent in 
the Federal Methodology (FM) need analysis formula, effected farm family aid filers and the 
aid community in general. The idea for the research was generated by 1990 reauthorization 
discussions centered on elimination of farm equity from the federal need formula. When that 
became a reality in HEA of 1992, the study took on immediate applicability. 
The research was conducted mth the assistance of the Office of Student Financial Aid, 
and the Administrative Data Processing unit (ADP) at Iowa State University. Iowa State is a 
large, midwestem, public, land grant institution, with emphasis on science and technology. 
Since Iowa is an agricultural state, Iowa State boasts a significant population of students from 
farm families. This research project was submitted to and approved by the University Human 
Subjects Committee (see Appendix D). 
Study Population 
The Director of the Office of Student Financial Aid, in conjunction with the researcher 
and a representative from Administrative Data Processing selected the population parameters 
for this research. The primary purpose of this research was to test federal need formula asset 
changes, particularly elimination of home and farm equity, as they pertained to the student aid 
population. Since the only population showing farm equity was aid filers indicating farm 
value, that population was selected. In an effort toward realism, actual 1992 aid applications 
were utilized. The 1992 population was chosen for simplicity of comparison. Since the 1992 
original data were calculated under the Congressional Methodology (CM) formula, exact 
replication of applicant data utilizing the FM formula provided a direct comparison. 
A query of 1992 aid applicants indicating some farm value produced 2225 records. 
This population represented approximately thirteen percent of the total aid applications 
received by Iowa State University in 1992. Though the intent of this research was to analyze 
only dependent students whose parents indicated farm value, all records indicating farm value 
were selected. This approach was used for two reasons. First, the researcher and the 
Director of Student Aid had an interest in knowing the number of independent students 
reporting farm ownership. Second, it was determined that by including this group, when a 
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random sample was drawn for analysis, the independent files would provide a benchmark 
regarding random sample accuracy. 
Of the 222S records selected, 48 records, or 2.2 percent, were independent student 
applicants. When the random sample of200 was drawn, using a table from Beyer (1966), 195 
records were dependent while five records, or 2.5 percent, were independent. The five 
independent records were subsequently eliminated from further use in this study. It should be 
noted that the initial decision not to test independent students, as explained in the 
introduction, was reached for the following reasons. First, this group is typically younger than 
the parents of dependent students, in general holds less asset equity, and is frequently in the 
process of a career change when returning to or enrolling in college. Second, it was estimated 
that this population would be very small and therefore their results would be of questionable 
value to the aid conununity. 
Data Collection 
With the assistance of ADP the selected aid records were offloaded from the 
mainframe financial aid system to a holding file. An ADP representative had to develop a 
program to identify the population and then create a file to hold these records. As the data 
were pulled an identification number was assigned to replace the social security number for 
confidentiality purposes. A separate file containing the match between social security number 
and identification number was provided. This was done as a safety measure in case records 
were lost in transport or other difficulties were encountered. This proved an invaluable tool 
as it allowed the researcher the opportunity to spot check and trouble shoot outputs. 
Without benefit of this backup file it is unlikely the research could have been completed. 
The researcher determined that to successfully answer the research questions, five files 
and sbc comparisons were necessary. The five files, which from here forward will be referred 
to as VI through V5, were developed by ADP using requested researcher parameters. File 
one (VI) was original 1992 applicant data. The second file (V2) was the same information 
excluduig home value and home debt, henceforth referred to as home equity. File three (V3) 
was original data minus home equity and farm equity. These three files were loaded into 
AllCalc 2, a federally approved Congressional Methodology (CM) calculator for 1992 results. 
The remaining two files, V4 and V5, were designed to be run in AllCalc 3, an 
approved FM calculator for 1993 results. It should be noted that under the FM layout there is 
no place to report home equity, as it is never part of the calculation. File four (V4) was 
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original data minus home equity. Because the FM format included a new field, regarding 
whether the family resided on their farm, the V4 and VS files had to be altered to account for 
this question. Under the 1993 format, living ofif the farm, resulted in farm equity inclusion in 
need analysis. The V4 files were marked in that fashion. The V5 files were marked in the 
opposite manner so that home and farm equity would be excluded. It should be noted that in 
1994, partly due to inequity for tenant farmers, a change was implemented that eliminated 
farm assets for all families. 
The preparation of these data, in the aforementioned formats, was performed by ADP. 
This was not a simple process and, in fact, took nearly IS months to complete. Several 
sample records were provided during this period which for various reasons were not usable. 
Perhaps the biggest difficulty in developing these files of the layout of the AllCalc formats (see 
Appendbc A). AllCalc 2 and AllCalc 3 were completely independent formats and dififerent 
firom the mainframe aid system at Iowa State University. As a result, the samples received 
included: missing data, misalignment of data, inclusion of excludable data, and exclusion of 
necessary data. 
Data Manipulation and Test Procedures 
Once the data were effectively developed into a usable format, there was still much 
work to be done. First, the AllCalc programs were not capable of performing need analysis 
on multiple data. As such, each calculation had to be performed manually. With 195 records 
and five data sets, this process was somewhat time consuming. In all, including errors, the 
calculations took approximately IS hours. In computing these records an unanticipated 
problem was encountered. As a result, the decision was made to eliminate twenty records 
from this study. 
The problem encountered perhaps should have been identified earlier, but was 
overlooked. In moving 1992 files to the 1993 AllCalc, twenty of the 19S records were 
rejected on the basis of dependency status. This was as a result of the student's date of birth. 
Under both the CM and FM calculations, a student who is 24 years old on Januaiy 1st of that 
aid year is automatically classified as independent. As the files were transferred forward, it 
was learned that twenty subjects who had been dependent in 1992 were old enough to become 
independent in 1993. After much deliberation, a decision was reached to exclude those 
records from the research. It was determined that to use these records alterations to original 
aid data would be needed, whereby compromising data integrity. 
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Rather than altering applications, the researcher chose to use only the 175 unchanged 
records. The researcher learned that when pondering this and other financial aid decisions, 
age may be an important albeit sometimes overlooked consideration. The researcher was 
somewhat surprised to learn that five percent of the random sample fell into the independent 
student category for 1993. 
Once all records were computed, they were offloaded to a Foxpro software file. Here 
they were organized and prepared for use in a Microsoft Excel statistical analysis. It was 
determined, based on the works of Minumm (1978) and Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (1985) 
that paired t-tests for dependent sample means should be utilized. This decision was 
confirmed and supported by members of the researcher's doctoral committee. The paired t-
test was chosen because the samples were dependent and because the program was more 
accessible than repeated measures. It was deemed that repeated measures might provide a 
more overall comparative view, but that the paired t-test was more than acceptable for 
performing desired comparisons between the data sets. 
The files were than loaded to Microsoft Excel and six sets of t-tests were calculated. 
The first four tests consisted of comparing original aid information calculated under CM, the 
VI file, with each of the other files. The dependent variables for which the pair t's were 
computed, included Parental Contribution (PC) and amount of Pell Grant received. By 
performing these examinations, it was possible to compare original 1992 PC's and Pell awards 
to what actual 1993 counterparts would be. By using the VI-V4 test it was possible to 
compare original 1992 calculations with a counterpart 1993 award, assuming off farm 
residence. The same was done with VI-V5, assuming residence on farm. 
It should be noted that the parental contributions in the aforementioned tests provided 
a more direct comparison between CM and FM than did the Pell calculation. The Pell 
computations performed here, would better be described as old program versus new program. 
This will be discussed in greater detail later in this section, but the point should be noted for 
future reference. 
Other sets of tests performed were a V2-V4 comparison and a V3-V5 analysis. The 
V2-V4 assessment was a view of 1992 data minus home equity paired with 1993 like data. 
The same is true for V3-V5 only these comparisons also involved farm equity removal for 
both sets. Again, here, the PC calculation is more reflective of CM versus FM while the Pell 
assessments would more accurately be deemed 1992 versus 1993 analysis. 
The researcher has now alluded to this twice, for one very important reason. Between 
1992 and 1993, in legislation separate from HE A 1992, the Pell Grant allocations were altered 
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(see Appendix C). As Rhind (1993) noted, the 1993 Appropriations Act changed the Pell 
Grant maximums from $2400 to $2300. It also changed the minimums from $200 to $400, 
with those who would have received between $200 and $399 now getting $400 (Rhind, 
1993). With this in mind, it would be inaccurate and unjust to report Pell grant changes, from 
the aforementioned tests, as solely the result of need formula differences. 
This researcher was primarily interested in changes resulting from the FM formula. 
The research, however, would have been remiss had it not reported actual Pell Grant 
differences. Given the researcher's direction with this study, it was deemed necessary that a 
means be developed to determined Pell difference attributable to formula changes. Since it 
was not possible to adapt AllCalc 3 for acceptance of prior year allocation amounts, another 
alternative was utilized. By using the Pell Grant Payment Schedule and available 1993 family 
contribution data, alternate V4 and V5 files were created. These files were original data with 
Pell Grants amounts altered to reflect 1992 allocations. 
With the new files, four additional t-tests were necessary. Each test involving a 1992 
and 1993 calculation was replicated in this procedure. In short, the results section will report 
a VI-V4 Pell calculation and a VI-V4 (adjusted allocation) calculation. The same is true for 
the V1-V5, V2-V4, and the V3-V5 tests. The results allowed the researcher to better discern 
Pell changes attributable to formula only. 
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS 
This chapter contains the data and statistical analysis utilized in this research. 
Inferential and descriptive statistics are examined. The research questions are then answered 
on the basis of both statistical types. The paired t-test for dependent sample means was used 
for analysis. 
The t-test results suggest significant differences for nearly all variables compared. 
These results indicate a likely difference in the foundations of the Congressional Methodology 
and Federal Methodology formulas. Based on direct comparisons, it appears that the FM 
formula provides less federal grant money, on average, than the CM analysis. Further, the 
inferential and descriptive statistics suggest that the decline in grant monies is significant. 
This, however, is not entirely formula related. The parental contribution comparisons indicate 
that the FM formula is less sensitive to assets then is CM. Since FM, however, automatically 
eliminates home and farm equity and CM removes neither, the FM formula, on average, 
produces lower PC's. In short, FM provides a higher need but a lower federal grant. 
Inferential Statistics 
Sue t-test calculations comparisons were performed on both dependent variables. 
Also, four additional tests were performed on the Pell variable. These tests were an effort to 
differentiate changes due to formula fi-om variances created by the 1993 Pell allocation 
adjustments. The results of these four tests are reported and discussed at the end of this 
section. All actual comparison sets, reported by independent variable and test performed, are 
provided at the back of this report (see Appendbc C). 
The VI-V2 test compares original CM to CM minus home equity. This test 
demonstrates a significant t-score difference in both the PC and Pell award results (see Table 3 
and Table 4). As expected, the V2 PC decreased while the Pell award increased. Not 
surprisingly then, the V1-V3 test, comparing original CM to CM minus home and farm equity, 
also produced a significant score for both variables with the V3 PC lower and the Pell award 
higher (see Table 5 and Table 6). In both sets the level of significance for PC's is extremely 
high. As would be expected, the results suggest the VI-V3 Pell award difference is even less 
likely to be the chance than the V1-V2 deviation. These tests, V1-V2 and V1-V3, where used 
primarily for benchmark purposes in this study. 
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Table 3. Paired t-Test Results for PC in V1-V2 Comparison. 
Type Vl-Variable V2-Variable 
Mean 2333.331 2035.794 
Variance 9805088.694 3143974.084 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t 6.966*** 
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.001 
Table 4. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant in VI-V2 Comparison. 
l^Ee Vl-Variable V2-Variable 
Mean 908.286 928.286 
Variance 909399.343 919497.044 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t -2.166* 
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.001 
Table 5. Paired t-Test Results for PC in V1-V3 Comparison. 
Type Vl-Variable V3-Variable 
Mean 2333.331 1591.48 
Variance 9805088.694 563900.205 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t 6.391*** 
*p<05 '•*p<.01 ***P<.001 
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Table 6. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant in V1-V3 Comparison 
Type VI-Variable V3-Variable 
Mean 908.286 1054.286 
Variance 909399.343 876059.113 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t -4.842*** 
•P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.001 
The VI-V4 test evaluated original CM against original FM, which does not include 
home equity. This comparison also produced output scores above the critical t-level for both 
PC and Pell awards (see Table 7 and Table 8). Here, outcomes indicated 1993 PC's and Pell 
awards were both lower than 1992 results. As would then be anticipated, the V1-V5 test, 
where V5 also excludes farm equity, produces significant PC differences in the same direction 
as the previous test (see Table 9). The Pell difference for this test, however, was not 
significant (see Table 10). It should be noted that for both Pell comparisons just discussed, 
actual 1993 allocations were used. 
Table 7. Paired t-Test Results for PC in V1-V4 Comparison. 
Type VI-Variable V4-Variable 
Mean 2333.33 2147.56 
Variance 9805089 8287105 
Observations 175 175 
df 175 174 
t 3.321*** 
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.001 
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Table 8. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant in V1-V4 Comparison. 
Type Vl-Variable V4-Variable 
Mean 908.286 834.857 
Variance 909399.3 867858.456 
Observations 175 175 
df 175 174 
t 2.133* 
*P<.05 **P<.01 ••*P<.001 
Table 9. Paired t-Test Results for PC in V1-V5 Comparison. 
Type Vl-Variable V5-Variable 
Mean 2333.331 1721.24 
Variance 9805089 5773144 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t 4.992*** 
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.001 
Table 10. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant in V1-V5 Comparison. 
Type Vl-Variable V5-Variable 
Mean 908.286 908 
Variance 909399.3 848010.345 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t 0.007 
*P<.05 **P<.01 »**P<.001 
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The next two tests were designed to provide direct comparisons between the CM and 
FM formulas. In the first case, V2-V4, analysis was performed on original data without home 
equity. The second case, V3-V5, was the same as V2-V4 only farm equity was also 
eliminated. The results of both PC comparisons yielded considerably different scores only this 
time in the opposite direction of previous tests (see Table 11 and Table 13). In these cases the 
FM PC was actually higher than the CM PC in both cases. This suggests that the CM formula 
is more asset sensitive for PC. 
The V2-V4 and V3-V5 Pell comparisons produced prominent disparities with CM 
producing the greater Pell values (see Table 12 and Table 14). Again, it is important to note 
that in both of these tests, actual 1993 Pell allocations were used. 
Table 11. Paired t-Test Results for PC in V2-V4 Comparison. 
Type V2-Variable V4-Variable 
Mean 2035.794 2147.56 
Variance 8143974.084 8287105.271 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t -2.945** 
•P<.05 ••P<.01 ***P<.001 
Table 12. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant in V2-V4 Comparison. 
Type V2-Variable V4-Variable 
Mean 928.286 834.857 
Variance 919497.044 867858.457 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t 2.811** 
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.001 
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Table 13. Paired t-Test Results for PC in V3-V5 Comparison. 
Type V3-Variable V5-Variable 
Mean 1591.48 1721.24 
Variance 5639900.205 5773144.057 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 
t -3.378*** 
*P<.05 **P<.01 •**P<.001 
Table 14. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant in V3-V5 Comparison. 
Type V3-Variable V5-Variable 
Mean 1054.286 908 
Variance 856059.113 848010.345 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t 4.516*** 
*P<.05 •*P<.01 »**P<.001 
To determine Pell differences actually attributable to formula changes it was necessary 
to perform four additional calculations. These calculations are replications of the four 
previously performed tests involving CM and FM Pell comparisons. In short, V1-V4, V1-V5, 
V2-V4, and V3-V5 tests were reconstructed utilizing 1992 Pell allocations. 
The results of these tests are considerably different than the previous outcomes. In 
fact, for all test performed except V3-V5, the comparative Pell differences were noteworthy 
(see Tables 15, 16, 17, and 18). Using the 1992 allocation schedule there were no significant 
Pell award differences for the first three tests. The V3-V5 test still indicated a significant 
difference, but not as large as the original results. This suggests, that for the Pell variable, the 
Pell allocation level is a more critical factor than the formula change itself 
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Table 15. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant Adjusted Allocation in V1-V4 Comparison 
Type Vl-Variable V4-Variable 
Mean 
Variance 
Observations 
df 
t 
908.286 
99399.343 
175 
174 
0.704 
883.429 
952252.545 
175 
174 
•P<.05 ••P<.01 •••P<.001 
Table 16. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant Adjusted Allocation in V1-V5 Comparison 
Type Vl-Variable V5-Variable 
Mean 
Variance 
Observations 
df 
t 
908.286 
909399.343 
175 
174 
-1.153 
957.143 
934991.790 
175 
174 
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.001 
Table 17. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant Adjusted Allocation in V2-V4 Comparison 
Type V2-Variable V4-Variable 
Mean 
Variance 
Observations 
df 
t 
928.286 
919497 
175 
174 
1.319 
883.429 
952252.545 
175 
174 
*P<.05 »*P<.01 ***P<.001 
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Table 18. Paired t-Test Results for Pell Grant Adjusted Allocation in V3-V5 Comparison 
Type V3-Variable VS-Variable 
Mean 1054.286 957.143 
Variance 876059.113 934991.790 
Observations 175 175 
df 174 174 
t 2.933** 
*P<.05 **P<.01 ***P<.001 
When reviewing the t-test tables and examining the level of statistical significance 
involved, one caution should be noted. Test-wise error rate does not reflect the experiment-
wise error rate when muhiple groups are compared. If the test wise error rate is .05, in order 
to keep the experiment-wise error at that level an adjustment (Bonferoni's adjustment) needs 
to be made in the alpha level. This can be accomplished by dividing the initial alpha by the 
number of comparisons being tested. In this study that would be .05 divided by 14 for a new 
alpha of .0035. Thus, for experiment-wise error purposes, the t-Tables could be refigured 
using .0035 alpha. This adjusts the critical t value level to approximately 2.7. Considering 
this alpha level, the Pell comparisons for VI-V2 and V2-V4 should be reviewed (see Table 4 
and Table 8). One final note, by performing this adjustment the chances of making a Type I 
error, or inappropriately rejecting the null hypothesis, are vastly reduced (C. Sorensen, 
personal communication, October 13,1994). 
Descriptive Statistics 
The average mean score difference among comparisons provides some interesting and 
insightful information. For simplicity and writing clarity, average mean score differences will 
be referred to in raw score form throughout this section. The comparative mean differences 
allows the researcher to project potential changes to student aid packages, thus providing 
direct dollar comparisons. 
For the benchmark tests, VI-V2 and VI-V3, PC differences are $298 and $742 
respectively. The Pell award deviations are $20 (V1-V2) and $146 (V1-V3). In both tests, as 
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expected, the VI score is lower for both variables. This indicates that if the same assets 
automatically eliminated by FM, are removed from CM, PC's will decrease as grant aid 
increases. In both cases, the student would likely find these results more pleasing than the 
current process. This assessment, however, would create the same problems as were 
discussed earlier. A large increase in student need is offset only marginally by grant increases. 
This analysis would also cost the federal government more in grant awards than is currently 
being spent. 
The V1-V4 test is perhaps one of the more valuable examinations in this research. 
This assessment compares original 1992 information to the same data through the 1993 
calculation. This pairing is a good representation of what most 1992 applicants were facing in 
1993. The results of this pairing showed a $184 PC decline and a $74 Pell award decrease. 
These outputs indicate that resources must be found to fund increased student need and lost 
Pell dollars. 
The VI-V4 adjusted allocation comparison shows that, had 1992 allocations been 
used in 1993, the difference in Pell awards would have been $25 instead of $75. This suggests 
that had allocation schedules not been changed, students still would have received a decreased 
Pell award. Interestingly, all adjusted Pell allocation tests produced the same $50 increase 
over actual 1993 Pell awards. Therefore, when considering any of this study's CM to FM Pell 
comparisons, the effects of allocation changes can be offset by adding $50 to the 1993 award. 
This information suggests that much of the Pell disparity reported in this research is 
attributable to allocation changes. 
The V1-V5 file produced a $612 disparity in PC but an equal Pell Grant award. This 
result implies two things. First, with home and farm equity eliminated fi'om the 1993 
calculation. Pell Grants are similar to original 1992 awards. Second, this same formula will 
produce a considerably higher student need. Again, looking at the adjusted Pell allocation 
comparison, adding $50 means that, had the 1992 schedule been used, the 1993 Pell awards 
for V5 would be higher than VI. 
It should be noted that the $50 allocation discrepancy reported throughout this section 
is smaller than the researcher had hypothesized. Further, the consistency of value difference 
between tests was a surprise. Though $50 is a large sum when applied to the entire aid 
population, it is smaller than had been expected. 
Returning for a moment to the V1-V4 and V1-V5 pairings. The V1-V4 test strongly 
indicates that the average aid filer will have higher need but lower grant awards under the 
present aid structure. The VI-V5 analysis implies that farm owners will demonstrate a much 
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higher need while receiving an equivalent grant allotment. This information, however, is 
somewhait misleading. Though the average grant amount is the same, the distribution of grant 
funds among income levels is not (see Table 19). In fact, for those with incomes below 
$10,000, grants were decreased significantly while for all higher income levels the award was 
actually larger. This was true even though the low-income families held the highest average 
assets. Thus, for the general aid population, low-income, low-asset familiiies will suffer the 
moast as grants will be reduced and they will have no assets to draw upon to make up for the 
lost support. These findings are in keeping with the premise of increased aid access for middle 
and upper class families. The end result for all these cases is that additional funds are required 
to meet student need. This dictates more pressure on the non-federal aid partners or increased 
emphasis on the ever expanding loan programs. 
Table 19. V1-V5 Comparison by Income and Asset Levels 
Parent AGI N Total Home & Pell Award PC Difference 
Farm Equity Difference 
<0 - 9999 23 105867 -336 -393 
10000 - 19999 27 86912 -217 +138 
20000 - 29999 39 72294 -245 + 60 
30000 - 39999 44 96947 -845 + 38 
40000 - 49999 26 80635 -1157 + 27 
50000 - 69999 16 93787 -940 + 25 
The V2-V4 and V3-V5 tests, were efforts to discern exact differences between the 
CM and FM formulas. As such, the V2-V5 test removed home equity fi-om both formulas, 
while the V3-V5 test eliminated both home and farm equity. Interestingly, in the V2-V4 
pairing PC's for FM were actually $112 higher than for CM. Pell allocations for FM were $50 
to $100 lower depending on the allocation schedule used. 
The V3-VS test produced similar results only to a higher magnitude. In this analysis 
the PC increased by $130 while federal grants were reduced by between $100 and $150 under 
FM. These results imply that CM is more sensitive to asset changes in PC calculations than 
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FM. They further indicate that the 1992 Pell formula used in conjunction with CM was less 
sensitive to asset changes. These results run somewhat contrary to the researchers 
assumptions. It was expected that both PC and Pell awards would be relatively equal, in 
effect making the change in formulas unnecessary. These results, however, indicate that 
safeguards exist in the 1993 analysis to ensure that need would increase while grants were 
held constant or lowered. 
Research Questions 
Research Question 1; What efTect does the need analysis change have on expected 
parental contributions for farm families? 
As we have seen, in basically all cases, parental contributions will be reduced using the 
1993 formula. As the results showed, elimination of home and farm equity are the primary 
reason for this decrease. The FM analysis itself is actually less asset sensitive than the CM 
formula. The biggest difference, however, is that FM never includes home equity and 
excludes farm equity (as of 1994) for all farm owners. Neither of these assets were excluded 
under the 1992 CM formula. Therefore, it is reasonable to attribute declines in PC to asset 
removal factors. 
Research Question 2: What effect does the change in need analysis have on the 
students federal Pell Grant eligibility? 
This study suggests that non-farm families can expect a substantial decrease in federal 
grants. The research further implies that this would have been true even using 1992 Pell 
allocations, though the reduction would have been smaller. The outputs further indicate that 
farm owners can expect a grant similar to the one received in 1992. Had Pell allocations not 
been altered, these grants actually would have increased. This result is noteworthy. It implies 
that the higher a family's asset equity, the more they will benefit from the new program. This 
represents a direct contrast to the stated access goals of student aid. 
Research Question 3; What effect does the need analysis change have on potential 
student loan indebtedness? 
This research and the data provided by Lephart (1994) strongly suggest that student 
loan indebtedness will continue to increase. With high needs, and equal or lower grant 
allotments, students will seek additional resources to fund their education. The most 
accessible means is federal student loans. Factor in continued tuition increases, expanded loan 
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limits, and the availability of unsubsidized loans, and the trend toward increased borrowing is 
expected to continue. 
Research Question 4; Does the new need analysis formula serve the needy student? 
The answer to this question appears to be no. The changes made between 1992 and 
1993 look to be purely for the benefit of middle-income families. For low-income students 
who already demonstrate maximum need the 1992 changes provide more hindrance than help. 
There are a number of reasons for this assertion. First, federal grant assistance declined in 
1993. Secondly, asset elimination from the need formula may allow more middle-income 
students into the Pell program. Third, with more students in the program, policy makers are 
less likely to raise Pell allocation maximums. Fourth, low income students with maximum 
financial need can already borrow to the full extent of federal loan programs. Finally, 
increased need for middle-income families puts more pressure on already scarce institutional 
resources and makes it difficult to discern the truly needy. 
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CHAPTER V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This research was conducted to determine the effect of asset elimination on student 
need and Pell Grant awards. The farm family aid filer was used for this assessment. HEA of 
1992 and the 1993 Appropriations Act are both critical legislation to this research. The 
former approved and implemented Federal Methodology while the later adapted minimum and 
maximum Pell Grant payments. Based on this research, both pieces of legislation have had a 
profound efifect on student aid applicants and the aid community as a whole. 
Conclusions 
As was hypothesized, the results of this research suggest that in general aid filers can 
expect to demonstrate higher need while receiving lower Pell Grant awards. To reiterate the 
primaiy stated goals of student aid are access and choice. When HEA of 1965 was authored 
specific language was included to promote funding support for the low-income and 
disadvantaged student. Access for low-income, disadvantaged, and minority students was 
established as the primary goal of student aid. Based on the literature review, this is still the 
paramount goal of student aid today. 
However, as Mortenson (1988) and Rhind (1993) have shown, the trend has been to 
restructure federal gift aid so that more middle-income students may qualify. The results of 
this research support that premise. In effect, this has helped to hold Pell Grant maximums at a 
standstill for the last several years. While this may promote access and choice among the 
middle class it certainly does not promote low-income access or choice. 
While Pell Grants have been held in check, 1992 legislation, as demonstrated in this 
research, has effectively increased need for more students. This has created a double edged 
sword. Increased need is appealing to families but, it is already known that many college 
graduates are entering the work force with loan indebtedness in excess of $40,000. Now, 
with costs rising, grants held in check, loan limits expanding, and increased student needs, we 
can and should expect that figure to skyrocket. 
Every year for the last several, the amount of student borrowing has increased. The 
earlier example, firom Iowa State University, showed that between 1992 and 1993 there was a 
sixty one percent increase in FFEL borrowing at that institution alone. This research suggests 
that the trend is toward even more borrowing. This trend needs to be curved or the perceived 
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and real economic value of a college education will soon be supplanted by other, more 
attractive alternatives. 
Another factor to consider is the impact of these trends on students who do not 
graduate. At Iowa State University, for example, it is possible for a needy, low-income 
freshman student to borrow as much as $8500 for one year of study. If that student fails to 
graduate, they are still responsible for repayment of their loan. This would cost the student 
approximately $100 per month for the next ten years. If this student fails to find adequate 
employment, the chances of loan default are quite high. 
To further illustrate this point, suppose the aforementioned student attended three 
years of college and accumulated $25,000 in loan debts. This would result in a repayment 
obligation of about $300 per month for ten years. If this non-degree student finds 
employment at $20,000 annually their take home pay, after taxes, would be about $1200 per 
month. Subtracting one fourth of their income for loan repayment leaves them with only $900 
per month to pay for rent, food, transportation, medical expenses, and so on. The returns on 
the investment in higher education for this student are insufficient. 
Eliminating assets from the federal formula in no way serves the highest need students. 
Many families already receive full Pell Grants and demonstrate maximum financial need. In 
the researcher's estimation, these are the students referred to in the language of the 1965 
HEA. For these families, assets are not a consideration. You may recall, fi-om an earlier 
section, that the aid packages for these families frequently contain unmet need. Freezing this 
students' gift amount, as has been done since 1989, severely reduces educational access. This 
study actually showed an average decline in gift aid for 1993, which makes the situation even 
worse. 
With the cost of education on the raise, no grant relief in sight, and minimal family 
resources to draw from, these students accumulate huge loan indebtedness. Even with the 
assistance of loans, many families can not fund the full subsistence cost for one year of higher 
education. To confound this problem, Wallace (1992) suggests that in many states low-
income families pay a higher percent of income in taxes than do wealthy families. 
Mortenson (1991) submits that higher education is a socially endorsed means for 
socioeconomic advancement. He further points out that dependent students from low-income 
families did not fair well, in terms of access and college completion, during the 1980's. This 
trend, as evidenced by this study, has continued into the 1990's. The test results reported in 
the previous section of this report, suggest that 1992 legislation has only served to further this 
tendency. 
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As the leader in the partnership for funding higher education, the federal government 
and its policy makers must address the issue of low-income access. Leslie and Brinkman 
(1988) intimate that student aid is a means of promoting equal opportunity and providing 
social mobility for low-income and minority groups. Based on recent tendencies, legislation, 
and the outcomes of this study, the use of student aid toward access and mobility goals is 
declining. Again, based on the results of this report, the unmet need factor, and the percent of 
loans in student aid packages, the perceived risk of financing a higher education is rapidly 
increasing. From an economic stand point, the risk is highest for low-income students. 
Currently, less than two percent of the federal budget or 30 billion dollars, will be 
spent on all forms of education in 1994 (Frost, 1994). Given the economic returns for higher 
education expressed by Leslie and Brinkman (1988) it would make sense to increase the 
amount of federal spending on education. These resources could then be used to increase Pell 
Grant maximums to assist the most needy students. 
Regardless of the future action taken by policy makers, campus administrators have 
immediate decisions to make. The results of this study would strongly support the use of 
campus-based supplemental asset forms. If administrators hope to reserve their limited gift 
aid for truly needy students then asset information must be collected. As this research has 
shown, student need is higher for nearly all students. To avoid spreading resources thinly 
amongst the student population, institutions need to collect asset information to assist in 
campus disbursement decisions. Further, aid administrators must review their merit based 
scholarship awards. In these times of limited funding, it does not make sense to divert money 
to merit scholars that could be earmarked for needy scholars. 
Recommendations 
This research suggests some frightening trends in student aid. Higher costs, more 
loans, higher unmet needs, lower federal grant support, and more money to no-need merit 
scholars, are all factors driving down the economic value of higher education. The literature 
suggests that for the last twenty years the very premise of student aid's existence has been 
increasingly ignored. Equal access for low-income, disadvantaged, and minority students has 
received little legislative attention. 
The researcher's foremost recommendation is for policy makers to get back to the 
basics. More attention should be paid to the issue of access equality for low-income 
applicants. Our current need analysis system is too decentralized, lacks critical data elements. 
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and administratively laborious. A new, more consistent system must be developed. The 
results of this research indicate that additional income and asset work could be done. For 
example, since farm income fluctuates vastly from year to year, longitudinal income studies 
should be conducted to ensure that an off income year does not result in gift money to the 
wealthy. Farm asset studies could also be conducted. These studies should be centered on 
research such as that of Jolly (1993) or Edelman and Olsen (1988). 
The farm surveys conducted by the aforementioned authors provide a sound 
theoretical fi'amework with which to start. In 1992 the need formula took value minus debt 
and applyed an assessment. The was not a very equitable system. So, in 1993 all farm assets 
were eliminated carte blanche. This, as the research has shown, is even less equitable. 
Works such as Jolly (1993) and Edelman and Olsen (1988) provide a sound economic 
and ethical base for assessing assets. The aforementioned survey work categorizes farmers 
into four levels of solvency. They look at debt to asset ratios, compare this with cash flow, 
and rate the farmers status. This is what needs to be done with aid assessment. As chief 
policy maker in a pluralistic funding venture, the federal government needs to be fully 
informed before legislating changes such as those in the HEA of 1992. They need to use 
a^culture experts in making need decisions about farm family aid filers. It makes a great deal 
of sense to utilize agriculture professionals rather than, for example, hiring a private 
educational consulting firm to research farm issues. 
The same is true for many other aspects of the aid structure, not just farm equity. The 
research of economists should be utilized to develop a structure that does not treat every 
family making $30,000 a year the same way. They are not identical, nor are the families 
making $10,000 per year. Assets are a critical ingredient in that formula and currently some 
are simply being ignored. A return to the CM formula until a sound system can be developed 
makes the most sense. A system which simply ignores assets is a tremendous disadvantage to 
the very people student aid was developed to assist. After nearly a 20 year legislative 
absence, efforts must be made to address system inequities for low-income students. If higher 
education hopes to remain a vehicle for both upward socioeconomic status, and an informed 
citizenry, then equal access must be addressed. 
As the key player in student aid it is the federal governments' charge to organize the 
activities of all partners in higher education. A simpler process is not necessarily a better 
process. An equitable process would much be preferred. By using field experts and 
coordinating the activities of the aid partners the federal government could greatly assist in 
this endeavor. Further, it is critical to consider the plight of all funding partners and therefore 
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to involve them in the decision making process. Finally, it makes sense that a larger portion of 
the federal budget should be allocated to education. Considering the economic return rate on 
this investment and the federal role as policy maker, a larger idnancial conunitment to 
education would seem in order. 
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APPENDIX A: ALLCALC DATABASE FORMATS 
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1993-1994 AllCalc Database Layout 
Field Number Field Name Field Len Start Pos End Pos Plu 
1 Last name 16 1 16 "A' 
2 First name 9 17 25 "A' 
3 Middle Init 1 26 26 "A' 
4 Address 28 27 54 "A' 
5 City 17 55 71 "A' 
6 MailState 2 72 73 "A' 
7 Zip code 5 74 78 
8 Title 1 79 79 
9 StuState 2 80 81 
10 StuResDate 6 82 87 
11 SSN 9 88 96 
12 Birthdate 6 97 102 
13 Citizen 1 103 103 
14 AlienNum 9 104 112 
15 Degree 1 113 113 
16 Stumarital 1 114 114 
17 StumarDate 6 115 120 
18 BomB4 1 121 121 
19 Veteran 1 122 122 
20 GradStu 1 123 123 
21 Married 1 124 124 
22 Ward 1 125 125 
23 Dependents 1 126 126 
24 ParMarital 1 127 127 
25 ParState 2 128 129 
26 ParResDate 6 130 135 
27 PerFamily 2 136 137 
28 ParNumCoU 1 138 138 
29 StuFamily 2 139 140 
30 StuNumCoU 1 141 141 
31 ParTaxType 1 142 142 
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Table continued... 
Field Number Field Name Field Len Start Pos End Pos Plug Value 
32 ParExempts 2 143 144 
33 ParAGI 7 145 151 
34 ParFIT 7 152 158 
35 Fatherinc 7 159 165 
36 Motherinc 7 166 172 
37 ParSSBen 6 173 178 
38 ParAFDC 6 179 184 
39 ParChilSup 6 185 190 
40 ParOther 6 191 196 
41 StuTaxType 1 197 197 
42 StuExempts 2 198 199 
43 StuAGI 7 200 206 
44 StuFIT 6 207 212 
45 Studentinc 7 213 219 
46 Souseinc 7 220 226 
47 StuSSBen 6 227 232 
48 StuAFDC 6 233 238 
49 StuChilSup 6 239 244 
50 StuOther 6 245 250 
51 VetAmount 3 251 253 
52 VetMonths 2 254 255 
53 ParentAge 2 256 257 
54' ParCash 6 258 263 
55 parRealVal 7 265 270 
56 parRealDbt 7 271 277 
57 ParBusVal 7 278 284 
58 ParBusDbt 7 285 291 
59 ParFarmVal 7 292 298 
60 ParFarmDbt 7 299 305 
61 ParOnFarm 1 306 306 
62 StuCash 6 307 312 
63 StuRealVal 6 313 318 
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Table continued... 
Field Number Field Name Field Len Start Pos End Pos Plug Value 
64 StuRealDbt 6 319 324 
65 StuBusVal 7 325 331 
66 StuBusDbt 7 332 338 
67 StuFarmVal 7 339 345 
68 StuFarmDbt 7 346 352 
69 StuOnFarm 1 353 353 
70 Origin 1 354 354 
71 Model 1 355 355 
72 FISAPInc 6 356 361 
73 Reject 14 362 375 
74 IncAdjust 6 376 381 
75 NWAdjust 6 382 387 
76 VEdit 2 388 389 
77 PrimFormula 1 390 390 
78 PrimPC 5 391 395 
79 PrimSC 5 396 400 
80 SecdFormula 1 401 401 
81 SecdPC 5 402 406 
82 SecdSC 5 407 411 
83 Budget 5 412 416 
84 BudLength 2 417 418 
85 PrimPell 4 419 422 
86 SecdPell 4 423 426 
87 PDeduction 6 427 432 
88 SDeduction 6 433 438 
89 ProcDate 6 439 444 
90 Deleted 1 445 445 
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1992 -93 ReCalc Student Input Record 
Description; 
File Format is Identical to AllCalc 92 Layout 
CFAR CFA 
Start End Tape R Fid CAF/ReCalc Data COBOL 
Pos. Pos. Start Tape Lth. Reference Rep. Field Name 
End 
2 1 2 2 C A-150 C RECORD-TYPE 
18 10 25 16 CA-01.2 C LAST-NAME 
19 27 26 35 9 CA-10.3 C FIRST-NAME 
28 28 36 36 1 CA-01.4 C MIDDLE-INIT 
29 56 37 64 28 CA-02 C ADDRESS-ST 
Field Contents 
Constant '92' for 
1992-93. 
A - Z ,  0 - 9 ,  
period, 
apostrophe, 
dash, comma, 
blank. First 
position must be 
A - Z .  
Same as for Last 
Name. 
A-Z, blank. 
A - Z , 0 - 9 .  
period, 
apostrophe, 
dash, comma, 
slash, number 
sign, 
parentheses, 
asterisk, at sign, 
percent or care 
of, ampersand, 
plus, double 
quote, blank. 
58 
57 73 65 81 17 CA-03 CITY 
74 
76 
75 82 
80 84 
81 81 0 
82 90 94 
83 
88 5 
0 1 
102 9 
91 92 103 104 2 
93 94 105 106 2 
95 96 107 108 2 
CA-04 
CA-05 
CA-06 
CA-07.1 
CA-07.2 
CA-07.3 
N 
N 
N 
N 
STATE-CODE 
ZIP-CODE 
C SSN-PREFIX 
N(S) SSN 
BIRTH-MO 
BIRTH-DA 
BIRTH-YR 
A - Z , 0 . 9 ,  
period, 
apostrophe, 
dash, comma, 
slash, number 
sign, 
parentheses, 
asterisk, at sign, 
percent or care 
of, ampersand, 
plus, double 
quote, blank. 
Alpha/Numeric, 
blank. 
Must be in valid 
range. 
00000 - 99999, 
blank. 
0 - 9 ,  b l a n k .  
000000001 -
999999999. 
May be 
negative. 
If student did 
not provide 
SSN, record will 
have an ACT or 
Fed-assigned ID 
number. 
01 - 12, blank 
01 -31, blank 
00 - 99, blank 
59 
CA-08 C CITIZENSHIP 
CA-09 C ALIEN-REG-NBR 
CA-10 C MARITAL-
STATUS 
CA-11 C STUDENT-
LEGAL-RES 
1 = Y  =  U . S .  
Citizen 
2 = P = Eligibie 
Non-Citizen 
3 = N = Neither 
1 or 2 
4 = Z = Both 1 
and 2 (Assumed 
Citizen) 
b = blank 
000000001 -
999999999, b 
1 =U = 
Unmarried 
2 = M = Married 
3 = S = 
Separated 
b = blank 
Must be in valid 
range. 
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CA-12 C ED-LEVEL 
CA-14 C DEGREE-IND 
CA-14.1 C DOB-BEFORE69 
CA-14.2 C VETERAN 
CA-14.3 C ORPHAN-OR-
WARD 
1 = 1st Year 
Undergrad 
(never attended) 
2 = 1st Year 
Undergrad 
(previously 
attended) 
3 = 2nd Year 
Undergrad 
4 = 3rd Year 
Undergrad 
5 = 4th Year 
Undergrad 
6 = 5th Year 
Undergrad 
7 = 1st Year 
Grad/Profession 
al 
8 = Continuing 
Grad/Profession 
al 
Blank 
l = Y  =  Y e s  
2 = N = No 
Blank 
l = Y  =  Y e s  
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 = Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
l = Y  =  Y e s  
2 = N = No 
Blank 
61 
CA-14.4 
CA-15.1 
CA-15.2 
CA-16 
CA-17.1 
CA-17.2 
CA-18.1 
CA-18.2 
CA-19.1 
STUDENT-
LEGAL-DEP 
PARENTS-
CLAIM90 
PARENTS-
CLAIM91 
RECD-FEDERAL 
INCOME85 
INCOME86 
FLD18-
INCOME86 
INCOME87 
FLD19-
INCOME87 
1 =Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
l = Y  =  Y e s  
2 = N  =  N o  
Blank 
1 = Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 = In 1987-88 
2 = In 1988-89 
3 = In 1989-90 
4 = In 1990-91 
5 = In 1991-92 
6 = None of the 
above 
Blank 
l = Y  =  Y e s  
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 = Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 = Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 =Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
l = Y  =  Y e s  
2 = N = No 
Blank 
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124 124 194 194 1 CA-19.2 
125 125 195 195 1 CA-20.1 
126 126 196 196 1 CA-20.2 
127 127 198 198 1 CA-21.1 
128 128 199 199 1 CA-21.2 
129 129 0 
130 130 0 
1 CA-22.1 
1 CA-22.2 
131 131 197 197 1 CA-23 
132 139 0 0 1 
140 141 214 215 8 CA-24 
142 142 216 216 2 CA-25 
C INCOME88 
C FLD20-
INCOME88 
C INCOME89 
FLD20-
INCOME89 
INCOME90 
FLD22-
INCOME90 
INC0ME91 
C PARENTS-
CLAIM92 
C FILLER 
N(S) SS-HOUSEHOLD-
SIZE 
N(S) SS-NBR-IN-
COLLEGE 
1 =Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 = Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 = Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
l = Y  =  Y e s  
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 = Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 = Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
1 =Y = Yes 
2 = N = No 
Blank 
l = Y  =  Y e s  
2 = N = No 
Blank 
00 - 99, ?, Blank 
0 - 9. ?, Blank 
63 
143 143 238 238 1 CA-26 
144 144 241 242 2 CA-27 
146 146 243 244 2 CA-28 
148 148 245 245 1 CA-20 
189 189 267 267 1 CA-30 
150 150 268 269 2 CA-31 
152 152 270 275 6 CA-32 
PARENTLEGAL-
RES 
PARENT- 1 = U = 
MARITAL-STAT Unmarried 
2 = M = Married 
3 = S = 
Separated 
4 = D = 
Divorced 
5 = W  =  
Widowed 
Blank 
Alpha/Numeric, 
Blank 
Must be in valid 
range. 
N(S) PARENTS- 00 - 99, ?, Blank 
HOUSEHOLD-
SIZE 
N(S) FAMILY->JBR-IN- 0 - 9, ?, Blank 
COLLEGE 
C PARENTS- 1 = Completed 
RETURN- 1040EZ/A 
STATUS 2 = Completed 
1040 
3 = Estimated 
1040EZ/A 
4 = Estimated 
1040 
5 = Will not file 
Blank 
00 - 99, ?, Blank 
000000 -
999999, ?, +, -, 
Blank 
N(S) PARENTS-
EXEMPTIONS 
N(S) PARENTS-AGI 
158 
164 
170 
176 
181 
186 
191 
196 
201 
206 
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158 276 281 6 CA-33 N(S) PARENTS-FIT 
169 284 289 6 CA-34 N(S) FATHER-
INCOME 
175 290 295 6 CA-35 N(S) MOTHER-
INCOME 
180 296 300 5 CA-36 N(S) PARENTS-
SOCSEC 
185 301 305 5 CA-37 N(S) PARENTS-ADC 
190 306 310 5 CA-38 N(S) PARENT-CHILD-
SUPPORT 
195 311 315 5 CA-39 N(S) PARENTS-
UNTAXED-
INCOME 
200 0 0 5 CA-50 N(S) TOTAL-UNPAID-
LOAN 
205 0 0 5 CA-51 N(S) RECENT-
UNPAID-LOAN 
206 451 451 1 CA-40 C SS-RETURN-
STATUS 
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207 208 452 453 2 CA-41 
209 214 454 459 6 CA-42 
215 219 460 464 5 CA-43 
220 225 468 473 6 CA-44 
226 231 474 479 6 CA-45 
232 236 480 484 5 CA-46 
237 241 485 489 5 CA-47 
242 246 490 494 5 CA-48 
247 251 495 499 5 CA-49 
252 252 495 499 1 CA-57 
N(S) SS-EXEMPTIONS 
N(S) SS-AgI 
N(S) SS-FIT 
N(S) SS-STUDENT-
INCOME 
N(S) SS-SPOUSE-
nsrcoME 
N(S) SS-SSN-
BENEFITS 
N(S) SS-ADC 
N(S) SS-CHILD-
SUPPORT 
N(S) SS-OTHER-
UNTAXED 
C SIGNATURE-
CERTIFICATION 
000000 -
999999, ?, +, -, 
Blank 
000000 -
999999, ?, +,., 
Blank 
00000 - 99999, 
?, +, -, Blank 
000000 -
999999, ?, +, 
Blank 
000000 -
999999, ?, +, -, 
Blank 
000000 -
999999, ?, +, -, 
Blank 
00000 - 99999, 
?, +, -, Blank 
00000 - 99999, 
?, +, Blank 
00000 - 99999, 
?, +, -, Blank 
A = Apllicant 
only 
P = Parent(s) 
only 
B = Both 
Applicant and 
Parent(s) 
Blank 
253 
257 
261 
262 
264 
266 
268 
273 
278 
279 
280 
282 
66 
1 CA-52 C LOAN-INTEREST 
CA-53.1 C LOAN-START-
DATE 
CA53.2 C LOAN-END-
DATE 
0 0 1 C FILLER 
145 146 2 CA-58.1 N DATE-SIGNED-
MM 
147 148 2 CA-58.2 N DATE-SIGNED-
DD 
149 150 2 CA-58.3 N DATE-SIGNED-
YY 
316 320 5 CA-59 N(S) PARENTS-
MEDICAL 
321 325 5 CA-60 N(S) PARENTS-
TUITION 
326 326 1 CA-61 N(S) PARENTS-NO-
DEP-CHILD 
248 248 1 CA-62 C PARENT-
DISPLACED 
239 240 2 CA-63 N OLDER-
PARENTS-AGE 
283 
289 
295 
301 
308 
315 
322 
329 
330 
331 
336 
341 
67 
288 386 391 6 CA-64 N(S) PARENTS-CASH 
294 392 397 6 CA-65 N(S) PARENTS-
HOME-VALUS 
300 398 403 6 CA-66 N(S) PARENTS-
HOME-DEBT 
307 404 410 7 CA-67 N(S) PARENTS-REAL-
EST-VALUE 
314 411 417 7 CA-68 N(S) PARENTS-REAL-
EST-DEBT 
321 418 424 7 CA-69 N(S) PARENTS-BUS-
FARM-VALUE 
328 425 431 7 CA-70 N(S) PARENTS-BUS-
FARM-DEBT 
329 432 432 1 CA-71 C PARENT-FARM-
INCLUDED 
330 247 247 1 CA-72 C PARENT-
DISLOCATED 
335 355 359 1 CA-73 N(S) FATHERS-EST-
INCOME 
340 360 364 5 CA-74 N(S) MOTHER-EST-
INCOME 
345 365 369 5 CA-75 N(S) PARENTS-
OTHER-TAXED 
68 
346 350 375 379 5 CA-76 
351 355 370 374 5 CA-77 
356 358 0 
359 361 0 
362 364 0 
378 383 555 560 
R-226 
R-227 
R-228 
365 365 0 0 1 
366 370 217 221 5 CA-78 
371 375 222 226 5 CA-79 
376 376 227 227 1 CA-80 
377 377 171 171 1 CA-81 
CA-82 
N(S) PARENTS-EST-
INCOME-TAX 
N(S) PARENTS-
OTHER-
UNTAXED 
C LEVELl-
PERCENT 
LEVEL2-
PERCENT 
LEVEL3-
PERCENT 
C FILLER 
N(S) SS-MEDICAL 
N(S) SS-TUITION 
N(S) SS-NO-DEPEND-
CHILD 
C SS-DISPLACED 
N(S) SS-CASH 
00000 - 99999, 
?, +, -, Blank 
00000 - 99999, 
?, +, -, Blank 
000 - 999 
Iiutialized as 
100(%). Used 
for Minnesota 
institutions only. 
000 ™ 
Iiutialized as 
080(%). Used 
for Minnesota 
institutions only. 
000 - 999 
Initialized as 
060(%). Used 
for Minnesota 
institutions only. 
00000 - 99999, 
?, +, -, Blank 
00000 - 99999, 
0 - 9, ?, Blank 
000000 -
999999, ?, +, -, 
Blank 
0000000 -
9999999, ?, +, -, 
Blank 
384 
390 
396 
402 
408 
415 
422 
423 
426 
428 
431 
433 
434 
69 
389 561 566 6 CA-83 N(S) SS-HOME-
VALUE 
395 567 572 6 CA.84 N(S) SS-HOME-DEBT 
401 573 578 7 CA-85 N(S) SS-REAL-
ESTATE-VALUE 
414 579 584 7 CA-86 N(S) SS-REAL-
ESTATE-DEBT 
421 585 591 1 CA-87 N(S) SS-BUS-FARM-
VALUE 
422 592 598 3 CA-88 N(S) SS-BUS-FARM-
DEBT 
425 599 599 2 CA-89 C SS-FARM-
INCLUDED 
427 645 647 3 CA-90 N(S) DEAP-MO-AMT 
430 648 649 2 CA-91 N(S) DEAP-NBR-
MONTHS 
430 650 652 1 CA-92 N(S) VEAP-MO-AMT 
432 653 654 CA-93 N(S) VEAP-NBR-
MONTHS 
433 170 170 CA-94 C SS-DISLOCATED 
438 520 524 5 CA-95 N(S) STUDENTS-EST-
EARNING 
443 525 529 5 CA-96 N(S) SPOUSES-EST-
EARNING 
444 
449 
454 
459 
460 
461 
462 
463 
466 
468 
471 
70 
448 530 534 5 CA-97 N(S) SS-EST-OTHER-
TAXABLE 
453 540 544 5 CA-98 N(S) SS-EST-INCOME-
TAX 
458 535 539 5 CA-99 N(S) SS-EST-OTHER-
UNTAXED 
459 0 0 1 C FILLER 
460 755 755 1 CA-109.1 N DEP-AGE-
GROUPl 
461 756 756 1 CA-109.2 N DEP-AGE-
GR0UP2 
462 7 757 1 CA-109.3 N DEP-AGE-
GR0UP3 
465 655 657 3 CA-110.1 N(S) OTHER-VA-MO-
AMT 
467 658 659 2 CA-110.2 N(S) OTHER-VA-NBR-
MONTHS 
470 0 0 3 R-229 C LEVEL4-
PERCENT 
473 0 0 3 C RESERVED 
476 0 0 3 C RESERVED 
71 
477 477 0 1 CA.113 
478 479 786 787 2 CA-131.1 
N PARENTS-IN-
COLLEGE 
AGENCY-CODE 
480 484 1217 1221 5 CA-207 
485 489 1362 1366 5 CA252 
501 505 1510 1514 5 CA-435 
506 506 0 1 CA54 
N(S) PRIMARY-PS-
CONTR 
N(S) SECONDARY-PS-
CONTR 
490 495 1449 1454 6 CA-220 N(S) PRIMARY-DSIS 
496 500 1492 1496 5 CA-434 N(S) PRIMARY-PGI 
N(S) SECONDARY-
PGI 
C LOAN-CLASS-
LEVEL 
0 = None 
1 = One Parent 
2 
2 = Both Parents 
Alpha/Numeric, 
b 
Must be in valid 
range. 
00000 - 99999, 
b 
(R-200) 
00000 - 99999, 
b 
(R-201) 
00000 - 999999, 
b 
(R-202) 
00000 - 99999, 
b 
(R-203) 
00000 - 99999, 
b 
(R-204) 
1 = Freshman 
2 = Sophomore 
3 = Junior 
4 = Senior 
5 = 5th Year 
Undergrad 
6 = 1st Year 
Grad 
7 = Continuing 
Grad 
Blank 
72 
507 507 0 1 CA-55.3 
508 510 0 
511 515 0 
516 517 0 
518 518 0 
519 
524 
523 0 
528 0 
529 533 0 
534 538 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 R-205 
R-206 
R-207 
R-208 
R-209 
R-210 
5 R-211 
C 
N(S) 
N 
DEFAULT-
REFUND 
FILLER 
LIVING-MISC 
BUDGET-
MONTHS 
LIVING-
ARRANGEMENT 
S 
N(S) STUDENT-PELL-
BUD-AMT 
N(S) WITH-PARENT-
PELL 
N(S) WITHOUT 
PARENT-PELL 
N TOTAL-STATE-
BUDGET 
1 = In Default 
2 = Owe Refund 
3 = B o t h l & 2  
4 = None of the 
above 
Blank 
00000 - 99999 
Initialized as 
04033. Used for 
Minnesota 
institutions only. 
01-2, b 
If blank, default 
to 09 months. 
P = With Parents 
O = Without 
Parents 
b = Blank 
00000 - 99999, 
b 
00000 - 99999, 
b 
Initialized as 
01800. 
00000 - 99999, 
b 
used for 
Minnesota 
institutions only. 
000 - 999, b 
Used for 
Minnesota 
institutions only. 
73 
R-212 N TUITION-AND-
FEES 
R-213 N STUDENT-
SHARE-
PROPORT 
R-214 N PARENT-CONT 
PARM 
R-215 N PRIVATE-
TUITION-
CEILING 
R-216 C FORCE-MODEL 
CA-153 C ORIGIN 
000 - 999, b 
Initialized as 
050(%). Used 
for Minnesota 
institutions only. 
00000 - 99999, 
b 
000 - 999, b 
Initialized as 
100(%). Used 
for Minnesota 
institutions only. 
00000 - 99999, 
b 
Initialized as 
07663. Used for 
Minnesota 
institutions only. 
D = Force 
Model to 
Dependent 
1 = Force Model 
to Independent 
b = Model not 
forced 
O = Original 
Record 
R = recalculated 
(Revised) 
Record 
b = Blank 
(Revised) 
R-217 
74 
557 557 0 0 1 R.218 C PARENT-BASE-
FIT-FLAG 
558 558 0 0 1 R-219 C PARENT-EST-
HT-FLAG 
559 559 0 0 1 R-220 C STUDENT-BASE-
nT-FLAG 
560 560 0 0 1 R-221 C STUDENT-EST-
HT-FLAG 
561 561 0 0 1 R-222 C RECALC-FLAG 
562 565 0 0 4 R-223 N CHILD-CARE-
COST 
Y = Calculate 
FIT 
b = Do not 
calculate FIT 
Y = Calculate 
HT 
b = Do not 
calculate FIT 
Y = Calculate 
nT 
b = Do not 
calculate FIT 
Y = Calculate 
FIT 
b = Do not 
calculate FIT 
1=A11 
Calculations 
2 = EFC(CM) 
and PGI Only 
3=PGIand Pell 
Award Only 
4 = Pell Award 
and MN State 
Grant Only 
5=EFC(CM), 
Pell Award and 
MN State Grant 
Only 
b = All 
Calculations 
0000 - 9999, b 
Initialized as 
1000. 
75 
566 566 0 0 1 R-224 C LINEAR-
REDUCTION-
FLAG 
567 567 0 0 1 R-225 C SC-FLAG 
Y = Use Linear 
Reduction in 
MN State Grant 
N = Do not use 
Linear 
Reduction in 
MN State Grant 
Initialized as N. 
Y = Yes, 
perform Special 
Condition 
calculation. 
Initialized as 7*4'. 
568 574 0 0 7 
575 575 0 0 1 
C FILLER 
C EOR-MARK Constant 
76 
APPENDIX B: PELL GRANT PAYMENT SCHEDULES 
PELL GRANT PAYMENT SCHEDULE 1992-93 
Full Time 3/4 Time 
11.5+hrs. 8.5-11 hrs. 
ETC Annual Fall Spring Annual Fall Snrine 
0 2400 1200 1200 1800 900 900 
1-100 2350 1175 1175 1763 882 881 
101-200 2250 1125 1125 1688 844 844 
201-300 2150 1075 1075 1613 807 806 
301-400 2050 1025 1025 1538 769 769 
401-500 1950 975 975 1463 732 731 
501-600 1850 925 925 1388 694 694 
601-700 1750 875 875 1313 657 656 
701-800 1650 825 825 1238 619 619 
801-900 1550 775 775 1163 582 581 
901-1000 1450 725 725 1088 544 544 
1001-1100 1350 675 675 1013 507 506 
1101-1200 1250 625 625 938 469 469 
1201-1300 1150 575 575 863 432 431 
1301-1400 1050 525 525 788 394 394 
1401-1500 950 475 475 713 357 356 
1501-1600 850 425 425 638 319 319 
1601-1700 750 375 375 563 282 281 
1701-1800 650 325 325 488 244 244 
1801-1900 550 275 275 413 207 206 
1901-2000 450 225 225 338 169 169 
2001-2100 350 175 175 263 132 131 
2101-2200 250 125 125 0 0 0 
2201+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
^Commuter Student Oiving with parents) 
0 2310 1155 1155 1733 867 866 
1-100 2310 1155 1155 1733 867 866 
1/2 Time 
5.5-8 hrs. 
Annual Fall Spring 
1200 600 600 
1175 588 587 
1125 563 562 
1075 538 537 
1025 513 512 
975 488 487 
925 463 462 
875 438 437 
825 413 412 
775 388 387 
725 363 362 
675 338 337 
625 313 312 
575 288 287 
525 263 262 
475 238 237 
425 213 212 
375 188 187 
325 163 162 
275 138 137 
225 113 112 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
Pell Grant Cost of Attendance: 
Iowa Resident, lives w/parents $3852 
Iowa Resident, other $4452 
Non-Resident $8906 
PELL GRANT PAYMENT SCHEDULE 1993-94 
Full Time 3/4 Time 
11.5+hrs. 8.5-11 hrs. 
EFC Annual Fall Spring Annual Fall 
0 2300 1150 1150 1725 863 
1-100 2250 1125 1125 1688 844 
101-200 2150 1075 1075 1613 807 
201-300 2050 1025 1025 1538 769 
301-400 1950 975 975 1463 732 
401-500 1850 925 925 1388 694 
501  ^ 1750 875 875 1313 657 
601-700 1650 825 825 1238 619 
701-800 1550 775 775 1163 582 
801-900 1450 725 725 1088 544 
901-1000 1350 675 675 1013 507 
1001-1100 1250 625 625 938 469 
1101-1200 1150 575 575 863 432 
1201-1300 1050 525 525 788 394 
1301-1400 950 475 475 713 357 
1401-1500 850 425 425 638 319 
1501-1600 750 375 375 563 282 
1601-1700 650 325 325 488 244 
1701-1800 550 275 275 413 207 
1801-1900 450 225 225 400 200 
1901-2000 400 200 200 400 200 
2001-2100 400 200 200 0 0 
2101-2200 0 0 0 0 0 
2201+ 0 0 0 0 0 
Pell Grant Cost of Attendance: 
1/2 Time Less Than 1/2 Time 
5.5-8 his. Less Than 5.5 hrs. 
Annual Fall Spring Annual Fall Spring 
1150 575 575 575 288 287 
1125 563 562 563 282 281 
1075 538 537 538 269 269 
1025 513 512 513 257 256 
975 488 487 488 244 244 
925 463 462 463 232 231 
875 438 437 438 219 219 
825 413 412 413 207 206 
775 388 387 400 200 200 
725 363 362 400 200 200 
675 338 337 400 200 200 
625 313 312 400 200 200 
575 288 287 400 200 200 
525 263 262 400 200 200 
475 238 237 400 200 200 
425 213 212 400 200 200 
400 200 200 0 0 0 
400 200 200 0 0 0 
400 200 200 0 0 0 
400 200 200 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
Spring 
862 
844 
806 
769 
731 
694 
656 
619 
581 
544 
506 
469 
431 
394 
356 
319 
281 
244 
206 
200 
200 
0 
0 
0 
Iowa Resident 
Non-Resident 
$8150 
$13370 
Less than Half-time, Iowa Resident 
Less than Half-time, Non-Resident 
$3357 
$8571 
PELL GRANT PAYMENT SCHEDULE 1994-95 
Full Time 3/4 Time 1/2 Time Less Than 1/2 Time 
11.5+his. 8.5-11 hrs. 5.5-8 his. Less Than 5.5 his. 
EFC Annual Fall SprinR Annual Fall Sonne Annual Fall SprinR Annual Fall Spring 
0 2300 1150 1150 1725 863 862 1150 575 575 575 288 287 
1-100 2250 1125 1125 1688 844 844 1125 563 562 563 282 281 
101-200 2150 1075 1075 1613 807 806 1075 538 537 538 269 269 
201-300 2050 1025 1025 1538 769 769 1025 513 512 513 257 256 
301-400 1950 975 975 1463 732 731 975 488 487 488 244 244 
401-500 1850 925 925 1388 694 694 925 463 462 463 232 231 
501-600 1750 875 875 1313 657 656 875 438 437 438 219 219 
601-700 1650 825 825 1238 619 619 825 413 412 413 207 206 
701-800 1550 775 775 1163 582 581 775 388 387 400 200 200 
801-900 1450 725 725 1088 544 544 725 363 362 400 200 200 
901-1000 1350 675 675 1013 507 506 675 338 337 400 200 200 
1001-1100 1250 625 625 938 469 469 625 313 312 400 200 200 
1101-1200 1150 575 575 863 432 431 575 288 287 400 200 200 
1201-1300 1050 525 525 788 394 394 525 263 262 400 200 200 
1301-1400 950 475 475 713 357 356 475 238 237 400 200 200 
1401-1500 850 425 425 638 319 319 425 213 212 400 200 200 
1501-1600 750 375 375 563 282 281 400 200 200 0 0 0 
1601-1700 650 325 325 488 244 244 400 200 200 0 0 0 
1701-1800 550 275 275 413 207 206 400 200 200 0 0 0 
1801-1900 450 225 225 400 200 200 400 200 200 0 0 0 
1901-2000 400 200 200 400 200 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2001-2100 400 200 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2101-2200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2201+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pell Grant Cost of Attendance: 
Iowa Resident 
Non-Resident 
$8700 
$14160 
80 
APPENDIX C: OUTPUT RESULTS USED IN T-TEST COMPARISONS 
81 
VI V2 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1 2770 0 1 2770 0 
16 1842 350 16 1666 350 
55 0 2250 55 0 2250 
60 1468 450 60 1468 450 
61 0 2250 61 0 2250 
78 5162 0 78 4355 0 
107 6044 0 107 6044 0 
119 0 2350 119 0 2350 
171 0 1250 171 0 1250 
181 1430 850 181 1413 850 
189 6295 0 189 4671 0 
199 10965 0 199 9795 0 
203 8550 0 203 6948 0 
206 566 1250 206 537 1250 
220 0 2350 220 0 2350 
225 0 2350 225 0 2350 
227 191 1650 227 0 1650 
242 4378 0 242 2470 0 
268 2631 0 268 2631 0 
281 271 1950 281 191 1950 
283 0 2350 283 0 2350 
312 1020 1350 312 1020 1350 
331 7056 0 331 6466 0 
332 941 950 332 941 950 
335 794 1650 335 794 1650 
336 402 1850 336 372 1850 
337 3642 0 337 3642 0 
358 0 2400 358 0 2400 
362 0 2250 362 0 2250 
365 0 2050 365 0 2050 
366 0 2350 366 0 2350 
405 7652 0 405 7652 0 
413 7596 0 413 7596 0 
414 0 2250 414 0 2250 
419 10394 0 419 9830 0 
420 12458 0 420 9920 0 
455 850 1750 455 850 1750 
82 
VI V2 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
480 323 1550 480 15 1550 
492 1622 0 492 1593 0 
493 0 2150 493 0 2150 
497 2099 0 497 2099 0 
514 0 2350 514 0 2350 
S18 1334 0 518 1334 0 
524 163 1150 524 107 1150 
536 0 2050 536 0 2050 
573 1685 0 573 0 0 
582 0 2050 582 0 2350 
591 3164 0 591 3138 0 
593 685 1550 593 136 1550 
653 1803 950 653 1590 950 
655 862 0 655 776 0 
673 2441 0 673 2441 0 
696 822 1150 696 809 1150 
717 3926 0 717 .3426 0 
725 1252 950 725 1251 950 
730 0 2250 730 0 2250 
742 457 450 742 276 450 
750 829 0 750 657 0 
764 2226 0 764 2216 0 
769 211 1150 769 136 1150 
795 2955 0 795 2923 0 
813 0 2350 813 0 2350 
866 1696 0 866 1616 0 
883 2571 0 883 2325 0 
910 2027 0 910 2027 0 
912 0 2400 912 0 2400 
923 0 2350 923 0 2350 
925 2219 750 925 1597 750 
928 2351 0 928 2309 0 
937 0 1850 937 0 1850 
950 2916 0 950 2846 0 
959 0 2150 959 0 2150 
961 8433 0 961 7858 0 
967 609 0 967 266 0 
83 
VI V2 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
979 185 1950 979 0 1950 
980 0 1350 980 0 2050 
986 861 0 986 612 0 
989 859 850 989 610 850 
994 0 2350 994 0 2350 
995 6242 0 995 6016 0 
997 2182 0 997 2182 0 
999 0 2350 999 0 2350 
1008 925 1150 1008 848 1150 
1011 0 450 1011 0 450 
1016 11890 0 1016 10988 0 
1048 0 2350 1048 0 2350 
1060 786 950 1060 689 950 
1085 0 2250 1085 0 2250 
1089 7912 0 1089 7912 0 
1090 0 2350 1090 0 2350 
1092 5883 0 1092 5883 0 
1101 0 1350 1101 0 1350 
1109 3162 0 1109 3097 0 
1111 10096 0 1111 10096 0 
1128 2306 0 1128 1614 0 
1132 0 1450 1132 0 1450 
1174 0 1950 1174 0 1950 
1178 2166 0 1178 2166 0 
1199 0 2050 1199 0 2050 
1204 4348 0 1204 3379 0 
1221 1331 850 1221 1004 850 
1223 4761 0 1223 3351 0 
1224 3073 0 1224 1971 0 
1227 1991 250 1227 1991 250 
1245 439 950 1245 421 950 
1258 0 2400 1258 0 2400 
1259 1616 850 1259 1024 850 
1263 3589 0 1263 3201 0 
1273 734 1250 1273 734 1250 
1337 2163 650 1337 2088 650 
1340 3227 0 1340 2163 0 
84 
VI V2 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1347 3850 0 1347 3850 0 
1353 5882 0 1353 3100 0 
1358 2797 0 1358 2400 250 
1382 0 2400 1382 0 2400 
1399 2351 0 1399 1944 0 
1406 2025 0 1406 1567 0 
1424 0 2250 1424 0 2250 
1434 6648 0 1434 4971 0 
1453 1497 550 1453 1497 550 
1456 1584 0 1456 250 1250 
1457 0 2250 1457 0 2250 
1479 393 1350 1479 261 1350 
1508 0 2400 1508 0 2400 
1525 2001 0 1525 1516 0 
1532 99 1950 1532 0 1950 
1536 2997 0 1536 2993 0 
1581 0 2350 1581 0 2350 
1583 3544 0 1583 2814 0 
1624 5118 0 1624 5118 0 
1636 283 1950 1636 51 2050 
1638 723 0 1638 0 0 
1642 0 2350 1642 0 2350 
1644 2451 0 1644 2451 0 
1646 7351 0 1646 5341 0 
1647 1594 550 1647 1171 550 
1657 0 1050 1657 0 1350 
1662 4038 0 1662 4038 0 
1666 926 850 1666 303 850 
1680 0 2350 1680 0 2350 
1715 1740 1050 1715 1740 1050 
1766 0 1250 1766 0 1250 
1782 0 850 1782 0 850 
1797 6931 0 1797 4252 0 
1821 64 1550 1821 0 1550 
1837 2370 0 1837 2242 0 
1875 5279 0 1875 4115 0 
1885 9471 0 1885 8818 0 
85 
VI V2 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1899 10983 0 1899 10983 0 
1900 0 2050 1900 0 2050 
1910 0 2350 1910 0 2350 
1921 0 2350 1921 0 2350 
1926 0 750 1926 0 750 
1927 13641 0 1927 11103 0 
1935 10525 0 1935 8748 0 
1944 3055 0 1944 2595 0 
1946 798 0 1946 534 0 
1953 478 1150 1953 478 1150 
1959 0 2150 1959 0 2150 
1973 282 1950 1973 237 1950 
1977 652 1150 1977 0 1750 
2011 3032 0 2011 3006 0 
2021 1713 750 2021 1453 750 
2027 549 1450 2027 99 1450 
2031 898 0 2031 873 0 
2042 9901 0 2042 9626 0 
2050 5581 0 2050 4149 0 
2055 0 2350 2055 0 2350 
2063 2824 0 2063 2824 0 
2143 13945 0 2143 13945 0 
2157 0 2400 2157 0 2400 
2162 0 2350 2162 0 2350 
2163 2067 750 2163 2067 750 
2167 3381 0 2167 2647 0 
2206 245 1250 2206 245 1250 
86 
VI V3 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grrant 
1 2770 0 1 2716 0 
16 1842 350 16 1410 650 
55 0 2250 55 0 2250 
60 1468 450 60 882 450 
61 0 2250 61 0 2250 
78 5162 0 78 4355 0 
107 6044 0 107 6044 0 
119 0 2350 119 0 2350 
171 0 1250 171 0 1250 
181 1430 850 181 1413 850 
189 6295 0 189 4550 0 
199 10965 0 199 7477 0 
203 8550 0 203 6948 0 
206 566 1250 206 508 1250 
220 0 2350 220 0 2350 
225 0 2350 225 0 2350 
227 191 1650 227 0 1650 
242 4378 0 242 2052 0 
268 2631 0 268 1226 0 
281 271 1950 281 191 1950 
283 0 2350 283 0 2350 
312 1020 1350 312 1020 1350 
331 7056 0 331 6466 0 
332 941 950 332 941 950 
335 794 1650 335 794 1650 
336 402 1850 336 336 1850 
337 3642 0 337 0 0 
358 0 2400 358 0 2400 
362 0 2250 362 0 2250 
365 0 2050 365 0 2050 
366 0 2350 366 0 2350 
405 7652 0 405 7652 0 
413 7596 0 413 6826 0 
414 0 2250 414 0 2350 
419 10394 0 419 8702 0 
420 12458 0 420 4185 0 
455 850 1750 455 799 1750 
87 
VI V3 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
480 323 1550 480 0 1550 
492 1622 0 492 1568 0 
493 0 2150 493 0 2150 
497 2099 0 497 0 1250 
514 0 2350 514 0 2350 
518 1334 0 518 1285 0 
524 163 1150 524 80 1150 
536 0 2050 536 0 2050 
573 1685 0 573 0 0 
582 0 2050 582 0 2350 
591 3164 0 591 3097 0 
593 685 1550 593 0 1550 
653 1803 950 653 1489 950 
655 862 0 655 701 0 
673 2441 0 673 2441 0 
696 822 1150 696 455 1150 
717 3926 0 717 3418 0 
725 1252 950 725 1232 1450 
730 0 2250 730 0 2250 
742 457 450 742 204 450 
750 829 0 750 0 2350 
764 2226 0 764 2201 0 
769 211 1150 769 57 1150 
795 2955 0 795 2910 0 
813 0 2350 813 0 2350 
866 1696 0 866 662 850 
883 2571 0 883 1687 850 
910 2027 0 910 1590 550 
912 0 2400 912 0 2400 
923 0 2350 923 0 2350 
925 2219 750 925 1428 750 
928 2351 0 928 2233 0 
937 0 1850 937 0 1850 
950 2916 0 950 2846 0 
959 0 2150 959 0 2150 
961 8433 0 961 6854 0 
967 609 0 967 0 1050 
88 
VI V3 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
979 185 1950 979 0 1950 
980 0 1350 980 0 2050 
986 861 0 986 484 0 
989 859 850 989 482 850 
994 0 2350 994 0 2350 
995 6242 0 995 4873 0 
997 2182 0 997 1101 250 
999 0 2350 999 0 2350 
1008 925 1150 1008 847 1150 
1011 0 450 1011 0 450 
1016 11890 0 1016 722 750 
1048 0 2350 1048 0 2350 
1060 786 950 1060 554 950 
108S 0 2250 1085 0 2250 
1089 7912 0 1089 4672 0 
1090 0 2350 1090 0 2350 
1092 5883 0 1092 5883 0 
1101 0 1350 1101 0 1350 
1109 3162 0 1109 3072 0 
1111 10096 0 n i l  8062 0 
1128 2306 0 1128 1334 0 
1132 0 1450 1132 0 1450 
1174 0 1950 1174 0 1950 
1178 2166 0 1178 1063 950 
1199 0 2050 1199 0 2050 
1204 4348 0 1204 3188 0 
1221 1331 850 1221 857 850 
1223 4761 0 1223 2561 0 
1224 3073 0 1224 1079 1150 
1227 1991 250 1227 1907 250 
1245 439 950 1245 409 950 
1258 0 2400 1258 0 2400 
1259 1616 850 1259 855 850 
1263 3589 0 1263 2779 0 
1273 734 1250 1273 734 1250 
1337 2163 650 1337 1773 650 
1340 3227 0 1340 1188 1150 
89 
VI V3 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1347 3850 0 1347 3850 0 
1353 5882 0 1353 1642 0 
1358 2797 0 1358 2400 250 
1382 0 2400 1382 0 2400 
1399 2351 0 1399 1264 0 
1406 2025 0 1406 1515 0 
1424 0 2250 1424 0 2250 
1434 6648 0 1434 3929 0 
1453 1497 550 1453 1495 550 
1456 1584 0 1456 50 1250 
1457 0 2250 1457 0 2250 
1479 393 1350 1479 15 1350 
1508 0 2400 1508 0 2400 
1525 2001 0 1525 994 0 
1532 99 1950 1532 0 1950 
1536 2997 0 1536 2991 0 
1581 0 2350 1581 0 2350 
1583 3544 0 1583 2682 0 
1624 5118 0 1624 5118 0 
1636 283 1950 1636 42 2050 
1638 723 0 1638 0 1450 
1642 0 2350 1642 0 2350 
1644 2451 0 1644 2451 0 
1646 7351 0 1646 4355 0 
1647 1594 550 1647 583 1350 
1657 0 1050 1657 0 1350 
1662 4038 0 1662 2701 0 
1666 926 850 1666 0 850 
1680 0 2350 1680 0 2350 
1715 1740 1050 1715 1736 1050 
1766 0 1250 1766 0 1250 
1782 0 850 1782 0 2050 
1797 6931 0 1797 0 2350 
1821 64 1550 1821 0 1550 
1837 2370 0 1837 2197 0 
1875 5279 0 1875 2589 0 
1885 9471 0 1885 8630 0 
90 
VI V3 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1899 10983 0 1899 7079 0 
1900 0 2050 1900 0 2050 
1910 0 2350 1910 0 2350 
1921 0 2350 1921 0 2350 
1926 0 750 1926 0 750 
1927 13641 0 1927 10403 0 
1935 10525 0 1935 1593 950 
1944 3055 0 1944 1973 750 
1946 798 0 1946 0 1250 
1953 478 1150 1953 0 2400 
1959 0 2150 1959 0 2150 
1973 282 1950 1973 162 1950 
1977 652 1150 1977 0 1750 
2011 3032 0 2011 3006 0 
2021 1713 750 2021 1384 750 
2027 549 1450 2027 0 1450 
2031 898 0 2031 820 0 
2042 9901 0 2042 7441 0 
2050 5581 0 2050 4149 0 
2055 0 2350 2055 0 2350 
2063 2824 0 2063 2748 0 
2143 13945 0 2143 13945 0 
2157 0 2400 2157 0 2400 
2162 0 2350 2162 0 2350 
2163 2067 750 2163 2067 750 
2167 3381 0 2167 1913 0 
2206 245 1250 2206 187 1250 
91 
VI V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1 2770 0 1 2906 0 
16 1842 350 16 2004 0 
55 0 2250 55 0 1350 
60 1468 450 60 1454 400 
61 0 2250 61 0 750 
78 5162 0 78 4310 0 
107 6044 0 107 5895 0 
119 0 2350 119 0 2300 
171 0 1250 171 0 850 
181 1430 850 181 1442 550 
189 6295 0 189 4602 0 
199 10965 0 199 9640 0 
203 8550 0 203 6799 0 
206 566 1250 206 615 400 
220 0 2350 220 0 2250 
225 0 2350 225 0 2250 
227 191 1650 227 371 1950 
242 4378 0 242 2435 0 
268 2631 0 268 2608 0 
281 271 1950 281 317 1950 
283 0 2350 283 0 2300 
312 1020 1350 312 1109 950 
331 7056 0 331 6223 0 
332 941 950 332 977 0 
335 794 1650 335 855 1350 
336 402 1850 336 483 1850 
337 3642 0 337 3600 0 
358 0 2400 358 0 2300 
362 0 2250 362 0 2050 
365 0 2050 365 154 2150 
366 0 2350 366 0 2250 
405 7652 0 405 7480 0 
413 7596 0 413 7483 0 
414 0 2250 414 0 2250 
419 10394 0 419 9759 0 
420 12458 0 420 9832 0 
455 850 1750 455 909 1350 
92 
VI V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
480 323 1550 480 84 0 
492 1622 0 492 2894 0 
493 0 2150 493 0 0 
497 2099 0 497 2084 0 
514 0 2350 514 0 2250 
518 1334 0 518 1322 0 
524 163 1150 524 493 1150 
536 0 2050 536 0 1950 
573 1685 0 573 0 0 
582 0 2050 582 0 2250 
591 3164 0 591 3112 0 
593 685 1550 593 118 2150 
653 1803 950 653 1582 0 
655 862 0 655 2357 0 
673 2441 0 673 2382 0 
696 822 1150 696 804 1450 
717 3926 0 717 3385 0 
725 1252 950 725 1271 0 
730 0 2250 730 0 1850 
742 457 450 742 695 400 
750 829 0 750 791 1550 
764 2226 0 764 2261 0 
769 211 1150 769 251 950 
795 2955 0 795 2960 0 
813 0 2350 813 0 2300 
866 1696 0 866 1925 0 
883 2571 0 883 2312 0 
910 2027 0 910 7029 0 
912 0 2400 912 0 2300 
923 0 2350 923 0 2250 
925 2219 750 925 1585 0 
928 2351 0 928 2331 0 
937 0 1850 937 510 1750 
950 2916 0 950 2896 0 
959 0 2150 959 0 1850 
961 8433 0 961 7777 0 
967 609 0 967 258 0 
93 
VI V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
979 185 1950 979 0 2250 
980 0 1350 980 0 2250 
986 861 0 986 648 0 
989 859 850 989 875 0 
994 0 2350 994 0 2250 
995 6242 0 995 5998 0 
997 2182 0 997 2279 0 
999 0 2350 999 0 2300 
1008 925 1150 1008 920 1350 
1011 0 450 1011 0 850 
1016 11890 0 1016 10738 0 
1048 0 2350 1048 31 2250 
1060 786 950 1060 710 1050 
1085 0 2250 1085 57 2150 
1089 7912 0 1089 7865 0 
1090 0 2350 1090 0 2050 
1092 5883 0 1092 5734 0 
1101 0 1350 1101 0 950 
1109 3162 0 1109 3109 0 
n i l  10096 0 1111 10043 0 
1128 2306 0 1128 1590 650 
1132 0 1450 1132 111 1450 
1174 0 1950 1174 0 2150 
1178 2166 0 1178 2236 0 
1199 0 2050 1199 0 2150 
1204 4348 0 1204 6501 0 
1221 1331 850 1221 1113 1150 
1223 4761 0 1223 3330 0 
1224 3073 0 1224 2009 0 
1227 1991 250 1227 2086 400 
1245 439 950 1245 539 400 
1258 0 2400 1258 0 2250 
1259 1616 850 1259 1032 850 
1263 3589 0 1263 3212 0 
1273 734 1250 1273 819 1450 
1337 2163 650 1337 2254 0 
1340 3227 0 1340 2139 0 
94 
VI V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1347 3850 0 1347 3773 0 
1353 5882 0 1353 4309 0 
1358 2797 0 1358 2340 0 
1382 0 2400 1382 0 2250 
1399 2351 0 1399 1966 0 
1406 2025 0 1406 1643 0 
1424 0 2250 1424 0 2150 
1434 6648 0 1434 4897 0 
1453 1497 550 1453 1696 650 
1456 1584 0 1456 345 950 
1457 0 2250 1457 0 2300 
1479 393 1350 1479 524 1750 
1508 0 2400 1508 0 2300 
1525 2001 0 1525 1516 0 
1532 99 1950 1532 130 1750 
1536 2997 0 1536 4123 0 
1581 0 2350 1581 .0 2250 
1583 3544 0 1583 2876 0 
1624 5118 0 1624 5020 0 
1636 283 1950 1636 211 1250 
1638 723 0 1638 191 750 
1642 0 2350 1642 0 2250 
1644 2451 0 1644 2391 0 
1646 7351 0 1646 5532 0 
1647 1594 550 1647 1190 1050 
1657 0 1050 1657 0 1550 
1662 4038 0 1662 4119 0 
1666 926 850 1666 262 1950 
1680 0 2350 1680 0 1450 
1715 1740 1050 1715 1726 550 
1766 0 1250 1766 0 2250 
1782 0 850 1782 0 2150 
1797 6931 0 1797 4638 0 
1821 64 1550 1821 88 1350 
1837 2370 0 1837 2347 0 
1875 5279 0 1875 4126 0 
1885 9471 0 1885 10288 0 
95 
VI V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1899 10983 0 1899 11008 0 
1900 0 2050 1900 0 2150 
1910 0 2350 1910 0 2250 
1921 0 2350 1921 0 1450 
1926 0 750 1926 0 0 
1927 13641 0 1927 10994 0 
1935 10525 0 1935 8680 0 
1944 3055 0 1944 2567 0 
1946 798 0 1946 722 400 
1953 478 1150 1953 458 1850 
1959 0 2150 1959 0 2250 
1973 282 1950 1973 346 1850 
1977 652 1150 1977 10 1650 
2011 3032 0 2011 2985 0 
2021 1713 750 2021 1502 450 
2027 549 1450 2027 308 1350 
2031 898 0 2031 1042 0 
2042 9901 0 2042 9544 0 
2050 5581 0 2050 4026 0 
2055 0 2350 2055 0 1350 
2063 2824 0 2063 2796 0 
2143 13945 0 2143 13796 0 
2157 0 2400 2157 0 2300 
2162 0 2350 2162 0 650 
2163 2067 750 2163 2058 0 
2167 3381 0 2167 2638 0 
2206 245 1250 2206 367 450 
96 
VI V5 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1 2770 0 1 2881 0 
16 1842 350 16 1992 400 
55 0 2250 55 0 1350 
60 1468 450 60 902 950 
61 0 2250 61 0 750 
78 5162 0 78 4310 0 
107 6044 0 107 5895 0 
119 0 2350 119 0 2300 
171 0 1250 171 0 850 
181 1430 850 181 1442 550 
189 6295 0 189 4399 0 
199 10965 0 199 7243 0 
203 8550 0 203 6799 0 
206 566 1250 206 615 400 
220 0 2350 220 0 2250 
225 0 2350 225 0 2250 
227 191 1650 227 371 1950 
242 4378 0 242 2164 0 
268 2631 0 268 1217 0 
281 271 1950 281 317 1950 
283 0 2350 283 0 2300 
312 1020 1350 312 1109 950 
331 7056 0 331 6223 0 
332 941 950 332 977 0 
335 794 1650 335 855 1350 
336 402 1850 336 483 1850 
337 3642 0 337 267 0 
358 0 2400 358 0 2300 
362 0 2250 362 0 2050 
365 0 2050 365 154 2150 
366 0 2350 366 0 2250 
405 7652 0 405 7480 0 
413 7596 0 413 6635 0 
414 0 2250 414 0 2250 
419 10394 0 419 8631 0 
420 12458 0 420 4070 0 
455 850 1750 455 909 1350 
97 
VI V5 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
480 323 1550 480 0 0 
492 1622 0 492 2894 0 
493 0 2150 493 0 0 
497 2099 0 497 0 650 
514 0 2350 514 0 2250 
518 1334 0 518 1322 0 
524 163 1150 524 493 1150 
536 0 2050 536 0 1950 
573 1685 0 573 0 0 
582 0 2050 582 0 2250 
591 3164 0 591 3112 0 
593 685 1550 593 91 2250 
653 1803 950 653 1512 0 
655 862 0 655 2357 0 
673 2441 0 673 2382 0 
696 822 1150 696 450 1850 
717 3926 0 717 3385 0 
725 1252 950 725 1271 0 
730 0 2250 730 0 1850 
742 457 450 742 695 400 
750 829 0 750 0 2300 
764 2226 0 764 2261 0 
769 211 1150 769 251 950 
795 2955 0 795 2960 0 
813 0 2350 813 0 2300 
866 1696 0 866 1305 750 
883 2571 0 883 1685 400 
910 2027 0 910 6585 0 
912 0 2400 912 0 2300 
923 0 2350 923 0 2250 
925 2219 750 925 1585 0 
928 2351 0 928 2331 0 
937 0 1850 937 510 1750 
950 2916 0 950 2896 0 
959 0 2150 959 0 1850 
961 8433 0 961 6773 0 
967 609 0 967 0 400 
98 
VI V5 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
979 185 1950 979 0 2250 
980 0 1350 980 0 2250 
986 861 0 986 648 0 
989 859 850 989 875 0 
994 0 2350 994 0 2250 
995 6242 0 995 4855 0 
997 2182 0 997 1465 0 
999 0 2350 999 0 2300 
1008 925 1150 1008 920 1350 
1011 0 450 1011 0 850 
1016 11890 0 1016 924 1350 
1048 0 2350 1048 31 2250 
1060 786 950 1060 710 1050 
1085 0 2250 1085 57 2150 
1089 7912 0 1089 4557 0 
1090 0 2350 1090 0 2050 
1092 5883 0 1092 5734 0 
1101 0 1350 1101 0 950 
1109 3162 0 1109 3109 0 
1111 10096 0 1111 7913 0 
1128 2306 0 1128 1309 950 
1132 0 1450 1132 111 1450 
1174 0 1950 1174 0 2150 
1178 2166 0 1178 1197 850 
1199 0 2050 1199 0 2150 
1204 4348 0 1204 6277 0 
1221 1331 850 1221 1113 1150 
1223 4761 0 1223 2545 0 
1224 3073 0 1224 1404 400 
1227 1991 250 1227 2086 400 
1245 439 950 1245 539 400 
1258 0 2400 1258 0 2250 
1259 1616 850 1259 1032 850 
1263 3589 0 1263 2878 0 
1273 734 1250 1273 0 1450 
1337 2163 650 1337 1940 0 
1340 3227 0 1340 1235 1050 
99 
VI V5 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1347 3850 0 1347 3773 0 
1353 5882 0 1353 2690 0 
1358 2797 0 1358 2340 0 
1382 0 2400 1382 0 2250 
1399 2351 0 1399 1258 400 
1406 2025 0 1406 1565 0 
1424 0 2250 1424 0 2150 
1434 6648 0 1434 3878 0 
1453 1497 550 1453 1696 650 
1456 1584 0 1456 345 950 
1457 0 2250 1457 0 2300 
1479 393 1350 1479 400 1850 
1508 0 2400 1508 0 2300 
1525 2001 0 1525 1059 0 
1532 99 1950 1532 130 1750 
1536 2997 0 1536 4123 0 
1581 0 2350 1581 0 2250 
1583 3544 0 1583 2743 0 
1624 5118 0 1624 5020 0 
1636 283 1950 1636 211 1250 
1638 723 0 1638 0 950 
1642 0 2350 1642 0 2250 
1644 2451 0 1644 2391 0 
1646 7351 0 1646 4529 0 
1647 1594 550 1647 961 1250 
1657 0 1050 1657 0 1550 
1662 4038 0 1662 2737 0 
1666 926 850 1666 262 1950 
1680 0 2350 1680 0 1450 
1715 1740 1050 1715 1726 550 
1766 0 1250 1766 0 2250 
1782 0 850 1782 0 2150 
1797 6931 0 1797 0 1950 
1821 64 1550 1821 88 1350 
1837 2370 0 1837 2347 0 
1875 5279 0 1875 2551 0 
1885 9471 0 1885 10032 0 
100 
VI V5 
ID. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1899 10983 0 1899 6929 0 
1900 0 2050 1900 0 2150 
1910 0 2350 1910 0 2250 
1921 0 2350 1921 0 1450 
1926 0 750 1926 0 0 
1927 13641 0 1927 10193 0 
1935 10525 0 1935 1596 400 
1944 3055 0 1944 1911 400 
1946 798 0 1946 322 750 
1953 478 1150 1953 0 2300 
1959 0 2150 1959 0 2250 
1973 282 1950 1973 346 1850 
1977 652 1150 1977 0 1650 
2011 3032 0 2011 2985 0 
2021 1713 750 2021 1502 450 
2027 549 1450 2027 308 1350 
2031 898 0 2031 1042 0 
2042 9901 0 2042 7358 0 
2050 5581 0 2050 4026 0 
2055 0 2350 2055 0 1350 
2063 2824 0 2063 2796 0 
2143 13945 0 2143 13796 0 
2157 0 2400 2157 0 2300 
2162 0 2350 2162 0 650 
2163 2067 750 2163 2058 0 
2167 3381 0 2167 1917 0 
2206 245 1250 2206 367 450 
101 
V2 V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1 2770 0 1 2906 0 
16 1666 350 16 2004 0 
55 0 2250 55 0 1350 
60 1468 450 60 1454 400 
61 0 2250 61 0 750 
78 4355 0 78 4310 0 
107 6044 0 107 5895 0 
119 0 2350 119 0 2300 
171 0 1250 171 0 850 
181 1413 850 181 1442 550 
189 4671 0 189 4602 0 
199 9795 0 199 9640 0 
203 6948 0 203 6799 0 
206 537 1250 206 615 400 
220 0 2350 220 0 2250 
225 0 2350 225 0 2250 
227 0 1650 227 371 1950 
242 2470 0 242 2435 0 
268 2631 0 268 2608 0 
281 191 1950 281 317 1950 
283 0 2350 283 0 2300 
312 1020 1350 312 1109 950 
331 6466 0 331 6223 0 
332 941 950 332 977 0 
335 794 1650 335 855 1350 
336 372 1850 336 483 1850 
337 3642 0 337 3600 0 
358 0 2400 358 0 2300 
362 0 2250 362 0 2050 
365 0 2050 365 154 2150 
366 0 2350 366 0 2250 
405 7652 0 405 7480 0 
413 7596 0 413 7483 0 
414 0 2250 414 0 2250 
419 9830 0 419 9759 0 
420 9920 0 420 9832 0 
455 850 1750 455 909 1350 
102 
V2 V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
480 15 1550 480 84 0 
492 1593 0 492 2894 0 
493 0 2150 493 0 0 
497 2099 0 497 2084 0 
514 0 2350 514 0 2250 
518 1334 0 518 1322 0 
524 107 1150 524 493 1150 
536 0 2050 536 0 1950 
573 0 0 573 0 0 
582 0 2350 582 0 2250 
591 3138 0 591 3112 0 
593 136 1550 593 118 2150 
653 1590 950 653 1582 0 
655 776 0 655 2357 0 
673 2441 0 673 2382 0 
696 809 1150 696 804 1450 
717 3426 0 717 3385 0 
725 1251 950 725 1271 0 
730 0 2250 730 0 1850 
742 276 450 742 695 400 
750 657 0 750 791 1550 
764 2216 0 764 2261 0 
769 136 1150 769 251 950 
795 2923 0 795 2960 0 
813 0 2350 813 0 2300 
866 1616 0 866 1925 0 
883 2325 0 883 2312 0 
910 2027 0 910 7029 0 
912 0 2400 912 0 2300 
923 0 2350 923 0 2250 
925 1597 750 925 1585 0 
928 2309 0 928 2331 0 
937 0 1850 937 510 1750 
950 2846 0 950 2896 0 
959 0 2150 959 0 1850 
961 7858 0 961 7777 0 
967 266 0 967 258 0 
103 
V2 V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
979 0 1950 979 0 2250 
980 0 2050 980 0 2250 
986 612 0 986 648 0 
989 610 850 989 875 0 
994 0 2350 994 0 2250 
995 6016 0 995 5998 0 
997 2182 0 997 2279 0 
999 0 2350 999 0 2300 
1008 848 1150 1008 920 1350 
1011 0 450 1011 0 850 
1016 10988 0 1016 10738 0 
1048 0 2350 1048 31 2250 
1060 689 950 1060 710 1050 
1085 0 2250 1085 57 2150 
1089 7912 0 1089 7865 0 
1090 0 2350 1090 0 2050 
1092 5883 0 1092 5734 0 
1101 0 1350 1101 0 950 
1109 3097 0 1109 3109 0 
n i l  10096 0 1111 10043 0 
1128 1614 0 1128 1590 650 
1132 0 1450 1132 111 1450 
1174 0 1950 1174 0 2150 
1178 2166 0 1178 2236 0 
1199 0 2050 1199 0 2150 
1204 3379 0 1204 6501 0 
1221 1004 850 1221 1113 1150 
1223 3351 0 1223 3330 0 
1224 1971 0 1224 2009 0 
1227 1991 250 1227 2086 400 
1245 421 950 1245 539 400 
1258 0 2400 1258 0 2250 
1259 1024 850 1259 1032 850 
1263 3201 0 1263 3212 0 
1273 734 1250 1273 819 1450 
1337 2088 650 1337 2254 0 
1340 2163 0 1340 2139 0 
104 
V2 V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1347 3850 0 1347 3773 0 
1353 3100 0 1353 4309 0 
1358 2400 250 1358 2340 0 
1382 0 2400 1382 0 2250 
1399 1944 0 1399 1966 0 
1406 1567 0 1406 1643 0 
1424 0 2250 1424 0 2150 
1434 4971 0 1434 4897 0 
1453 1497 550 1453 1696 650 
1456 250 1250 1456 345 950 
1457 0 2250 1457 0 2300 
1479 261 1350 1479 524 1750 
1508 0 2400 1508 0 2300 
1525 1516 0 1525 1516 0 
1532 0 1950 1532 130 1750 
1536 2993 0 1536 4123 0 
1581 0 2350 1581 0 2250 
1583 2814 0 1583 2876 0 
1624 5118 0 1624 5020 0 
1636 51 2050 1636 211 1250 
1638 0 0 1638 191 750 
1642 0 2350 1642 0 2250 
1644 2451 0 1644 2391 0 
1646 5341 0 1646 5532 0 
1647 1171 550 1647 1190 1050 
1657 0 1350 1657 0 1550 
1662 4038 0 1662 4119 0 
1666 303 850 1666 262 1950 
1680 0 2350 1680 0 1450 
1715 1740 1050 1715 1726 550 
1766 0 1250 1766 0 2250 
1782 0 850 1782 0 2150 
1797 4252 0 1797 4638 0 
1821 0 1550 1821 88 1350 
1837 2242 0 1837 2347 0 
1875 4115 0 1875 4126 0 
1885 8818 0 1885 10288 0 
105 
V2 V4 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Peli Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1899 10983 0 1899 11008 0 
1900 0 2050 1900 0 2150 
1910 0 2350 1910 0 2250 
1921 0 2350 1921 0 1450 
1926 0 750 1926 0 0 
1927 11103 0 1927 10994 0 
1935 8748 0 1935 8680 0 
1944 2595 0 1944 2567 0 
1946 534 0 1946 722 400 
1953 478 1150 1953 458 1850 
1959 0 2150 1959 0 2250 
1973 237 1950 1973 346 1850 
1977 0 1750 1977 10 1650 
2011 3006 0 2011 2985 0 
2021 1453 750 2021 1502 450 
2027 99 1450 2027 308 1350 
2031 873 0 2031 1042 0 
2042 9626 0 2042 9544 0 
2050 4149 0 2050 4026 0 
2055 0 2350 2055 0 1350 
2063 2824 0 2063 2796 0 
2143 13945 0 2143 13796 0 
2157 0 2400 2157 0 2300 
2162 0 2350 2162 0 650 
2163 2067 750 2163 2058 0 
2167 2647 0 2167 2638 0 
2206 245 1250 2206 367 450 
106 
V3 V5 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1 2716 0 1 2881 0 
16 1410 650 16 1992 400 
55 0 2250 55 0 1350 
60 882 450 60 902 950 
61 0 2250 61 0 750 
78 4355 0 78 4310 0 
107 6044 0 107 5895 0 
119 0 2350 119 0 2300 
171 0 1250 171 0 850 
181 1413 850 181 1442 550 
189 4550 0 189 4399 0 
199 7477 0 199 7243 0 
203 6948 0 203 6799 0 
206 508 1250 206 615 400 
220 0 2350 220 0 2250 
225 0 2350 225 0 2250 
227 0 1650 . 227 371 1950 
242 2052 0 242 2164 0 
268 1226 0 268 1217 0 
281 191 1950 281 317 1950 
283 0 2350 283 0 2300 
312 1020 1350 312 1109 950 
331 6466 0 331 6223 0 
332 941 950 332 977 0 
335 794 1650 335 855 1350 
336 336 1850 336 483 1850 
337 0 0 337 267 0 
358 0 2400 358 0 2300 
362 0 2250 362 0 2050 
365 0 2050 365 154 2150 
366 0 2350 366 0 2250 
405 7652 0 405 7480 0 
413 6826 0 413 6635 0 
414 0 2350 414 0 2250 
419 8702 0 419 8631 0 
420 4185 0 420 4070 0 
455 799 1750 455 909 1350 
107 
V3 V5 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
480 0 1550 480 0 0 
492 1568 0 492 2894 0 
493 0 2150 493 0 0 
497 0 1250 497 0 650 
514 0 2350 514 0 2250 
S18 1285 0 518 1322 0 
524 80 1150 524 493 1150 
536 0 2050 536 0 1950 
573 0 0 573 0 0 
582 0 2350 582 0 2250 
591 3097 0 591 3112 0 
593 0 1550 593 91 2250 
653 1489 950 653 1512 0 
655 701 0 655 2357 0 
673 2441 0 673 2382 0 
696 455 1150 696 450 1850 
717 3418 0 717 3385 0 
725 1232 1450 725 1271 0 
730 0 2250 730 0 1850 
742 204 450 742 695 400 
750 0 2350 750 0 2300 
764 2201 0 764 2261 0 
769 57 1150 769 251 950 
795 2910 0 795 2960 0 
813 0 2350 813 0 2300 
866 662 850 866 1305 750 
883 1687 850 883 1685 400 
910 1590 550 910 6585 0 
912 0 2400 912 0 2300 
923 0 2350 923 0 2250 
925 1428 750 925 1585 0 
928 2233 0 928 2331 0 
937 0 1850 937 510 1750 
950 2846 0 950 2896 0 
959 0 2150 959 0 1850 
961 68S4 0 961 6773 0 
967 0 1050 967 0 400 
108 
V3 V5 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
979 0 1950 979 0 2250 
980 0 2050 980 0 2250 
986 484 0 986 648 0 
989 482 850 989 875 0 
994 0 2350 994 0 2250 
995 4873 0 995 4855 0 
997 1101 250 997 1465 0 
999 0 2350 999 0 2300 
1008 847 1150 1008 920 1350 
1011 0 450 1011 0 850 
1016 722 750 1016 924 1350 
1048 0 2350 1048 31 2250 
1060 554 950 1060 710 1050 
108S 0 2250 1085 57 2150 
1089 4672 0 1089 4557 0 
1090 0 2350 1090 0 2050 
1092 5883 0 1092 5734 0 
1101 0 1350 1101 0 950 
1109 3072 0 1109 3109 0 
1111 8062 0 n i l  7913 0 
1128 1334 0 1128 1309 950 
1132 0 1450 1132 111 1450 
1174 0 1950 1174 0 2150 
1178 1063 950 1178 1197 850 
1199 0 2050 1199 0 2150 
1204 3188 0 1204 6277 0 
1221 857 850 1221 1113 1150 
1223 2561 0 1223 2545 0 
1224 1079 1150 1224 1404 400 
1227 1907 250 1227 2086 400 
1245 409 950 1245 539 400 
1258 0 2400 1258 0 2250 
1259 855 850 1259 1032 850 
1263 2779 0 1263 2878 0 
1273 734 1250 1273 0 1450 
1337 1773 650 1337 1940 0 
1340 1188 1150 1340 1235 1050 
109 
V3 V5 
ID. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1347 3850 0 1347 3773 0 
1353 1642 0 1353 2690 0 
1358 2400 250 1358 2340 0 
1382 0 2400 1382 0 2250 
1399 1264 0 1399 1258 400 
1406 1515 0 1406 1565 0 
1424 0 2250 1424 0 2150 
1434 3929 0 1434 3878 0 
1453 1495 550 1453 1696 650 
1456 50 1250 1456 345 950 
1457 0 2250 1457 0 2300 
1479 15 1350 1479 400 1850 
1508 0 2400 1508 0 2300 
1525 994 0 1525 1059 0 
1532 0 1950 1532 130 1750 
1536 2991 0 1536 4123 0 
1581 0 2350 1581 0 2250 
1583 2682 0 1583 2743 0 
1624 5118 0 1624 5020 0 
1636 42 2050 1636 211 1250 
1638 0 1450 1638 0 950 
1642 0 2350 1642 0 2250 
1644 2451 0 1644 2391 0 
1646 4355 0 1646 4529 0 
1647 583 1350 1647 961 1250 
1657 0 1350 1657 0 1550 
1662 2701 0 1662 2737 0 
1666 0 850 1666 262 1950 
1680 0 2350 1680 0 1450 
1715 1736 1050 1715 1726 550 
1766 0 1250 1766 0 2250 
1782 0 2050 1782 0 2150 
1797 0 2350 1797 0 1950 
1821 0 1550 1821 88 1350 
1837 2197 0 1837 2347 0 
1875 2589 0 1875 2551 0 
1885 8630 0 1885 10032 0 
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V3 V5 
I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant I.D. Number Parent Contribution Pell Grant 
1899 7079 0 1899 6929 0 
1900 0 2050 1900 0 2150 
1910 0 2350 1910 0 2250 
1921 0 2350 1921 0 1450 
1926 0 750 1926 0 0 
1927 10403 0 1927 10193 0 
1935 1593 950 1935 1596 400 
1944 1973 750 1944 1911 400 
1946 0 1250 1946 322 750 
1953 0 2400 1953 0 2300 
1959 0 2150 1959 0 2250 
1973 162 1950 1973 346 1850 
1977 0 1750 1977 0 1650 
2011 3006 0 2011 2985 0 
2021 1384 750 2021 1502 450 
2027 0 1450 2027 308 1350 
2031 820 0 2031 1042 0 
2042 7441 0 2042 7358 0 
2050 4149 0 2050 4026 0 
2055 0 2350 2055 0 1350 
2063 2748 0 2063 2796 0 
2143 13945 0 2143 13796 0 
2157 0 2400 2157 0 2300 
2162 0 2350 2162 0 650 
2163 2067 750 2163 2058 0 
2167 1913 0 2167 1917 0 
2206 187 1250 2206 367 450 
I l l  
V4 With Pell Allocation Adjusted V5 With Pell Allocation Adjusted 
I.D. Number Pell Grant ID. Number Pell Grant 
1 0 1 0 
16 0 16 400 
55 1450 55 1450 
60 450 60 1050 
61 850 61 850 
78 0 78 0 
107 0 107 0 
119 2400 119 2400 
171 950 171 950 
181 650 181 650 
189 0 189 0 
199 0 199 0 
203 0 203 0 
206 250 206 250 
220 2350 220 2350 
225 2350 225 2350 
227 2050 227 2050 
242 0 242 0 
268 0 268 0 
281 2050 281 2050 
283 2400 283 2400 
312 1050 312 1050 
331 0 331 0 
332 0 332 0 
335 1450 335 1450 
336 1950 336 1950 
337 0 337 0 
358 2400 358 2400 
362 2150 362 2150 
365 2250 365 2250 
366 2350 366 2350 
405 0 405 0 
413 0 413 0 
414 2350 414 2350 
419 0 419 0 
420 0 420 0 
455 1450 455 1450 
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V4 With Pell Allocation Adjusted V5 With Pell Allocation Adjusted 
I.D. Number Pell Grant I.D. Number Pell Grant 
480 0 480 0 
492 0 492 0 
493 0 493 0 
497 0 497 750 
514 2350 514 2350 
518 0 518 0 
524 1250 524 1250 
536 2050 536 2050 
573 0 573 0 
582 2350 582 2350 
591 0 591 0 
593 2250 593 2350 
653 0 653 0 
655 0 655 0 
673 0 673 0 
696 1550 696 1950 
717 0 717 0 
725 0 725 0 
730 1950 730 1950 
742 350 742 350 
750 1650 750 2400 
764 0 764 0 
769 1050 769 1050 
795 0 795 0 
813 2400 00
 
u>
 
2400 
866 0 866 850 
883 0 883 450 
910 0 910 0 
912 2400 912 2400 
923 2350 923 2350 
925 0 925 0 
928 0 928 0 
937 1850 937 1850 
950 0 950 0 
959 1950 959 1950 
961 0 961 0 
967 250 967 450 
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V4 With Pell Allocation Adjusted V5 With Pell Allocation Adjusted 
I.D. Number Pell Grant I.D. Number Pell Grant 
979 2350 979 2350 
980 2350 980 2350 
986 0 986 0 
989 0 989 0 
994 2350 994 2350 
995 0 995 0 
997 0 997 0 
999 2350 999 2400 
1008 1450 1008 1450 
1011 950 1011 950 
1016 0 1016 1450 
1048 2350 1048 2350 
1060 1150 1060 1150 
108S 2250 1085 2250 
1089 0 1089 0 
1090 2150 1090 2150 
1092 0 1092 0 
1101 1050 1101 1050 
1109 0 1109 0 
1111 0 1111 0 
1128 750 1128 1050 
1132 1550 1132 1550 
1174 2250 1174 2250 
1178 0 1178 950 
1199 2250 1199 2250 
1204 0 1204 0 
1221 1250 1221 1250 
1223 0 1223 0 
1224 0 1224 350 
1227 350 1227 350 
1245 350 1245 350 
1258 2350 1258 2350 
1259 950 1259 950 
1263 0 1263 0 
1273 1550 1273 1550 
1337 0 1337 0 
1340 0 1340 1150 
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V4 With Pell Allocation Adjusted V5 With Pell Allocation Adjusted 
I.D. Number Pell Grant I.D. Number Pell Grant 
1347 0 1347 0 
1353 0 1353 0 
1358 0 1358 0 
1382 2350 1382 2350 
1399 0 1399 250 
1406 0 1406 0 
1424 2250 1424 2250 
1434 0 1434 0 
1453 750 1453 750 
1456 1050 1456 1050 
1457 2400 1457 2400 
1479 1850 1479 1950 
1508 2400 1508 2400 
1525 0 1525 0 
1532 1850 1532 1850 
1536 0 1536 0 
1581 2350 1581 2350 
1583 0 1583 0 
1624 0 1624 0 
1636 1350 1636 1350 
1638 850 1638 1050 
1642 2350 1642 2350 
1644 0 1644 0 
1646 0 1646 0 
1647 1150 1647 1250 
1657 1650 1657 1650 
1662 0 1662 0 
1666 2050 1666 2050 
1680 1550 1680 1550 
1715 650 1715 650 
1766 2350 1766 2350 
1782 2250 1782 2250 
1797 0 1797 2050 
1821 1450 1821 1450 
1837 0 1837 0 
1875 0 1875 0 
1885 0 1885 0 
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V4 With PeU Allocation Adjusted V5 With Pell Allocation Adjusted 
I.D. Number PeU Grant I.D. Number Pell Grant 
1899 0 1899 0 
1900 2250 1900 2250 
1910 2350 1910 2350 
1921 1550 1921 1550 
1926 0 1926 0 
1927 0 1927 0 
1935 0 1935 350 
1944 0 1944 250 
1946 450 1946 850 
1953 1950 1953 2400 
1959 2350 1959 2350 
1973 1950 1973 1950 
1977 1750 1977 1750 
2011 0 2011 0 
2021 550 2021 550 
2027 1450 2027 1450 
2031 0 2031 0 
2042 0 2042 0 
2050 0 2050 0 
2055 1450 2055 1450 
2063 0 2063 0 
2143 0 2143 0 
2157 2400 2157 2400 
2162 750 2162 750 
2163 0 2163 0 
2167 0 2167 0 
2206 550 2206 550 
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APPENDIX D: STUDY PROFILES 
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LD. Number Parent AGI Home Equity Farm Equity 
1 34746 0 36210 
16 27664 8000 90000 
55 1628 0 64894 
60 27868 0 67393 
61 535 20000 104471 
78 56729 35550 115000 
107 37980 0 0 
119 17977 0 0 
171 -29010 0 161000 
181 39990 9905 -3000 
189 52388 30000 44000 
199 55536 20740 168000 
203 45203 40000 80000 
206 28338 7000 17000 
220 11208 0 22000 
225 20287 4200 121000 
227 19243 25000 50234 
242 47781 5000 100883 
268 32877 0 176052 
281 32411 25000 -6000 
283 22032 0 0 
312 35300 0 -150000 
331 55174 40400 1000 
332 45673 0 -32500 
335 31971 0 -25000 
336 30544 6439 19000 
337 22263 0 292000 
358 10850 14000 10000 
362 14090 0 64709 
365 23245 8000 9000 
366 -76561 0 25000 
405 58791 11000 11000 
413 61214 0 91500 
414 28913 25000 107000 
419 44851 10000 50000 
420 45352 45000 281160 
455 28197 0 40000 
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LD. Number Parent AGI Home Equity Farm Equity 
480 6399 35000 135000 
492 43315 25000 55000 
493 -576 0 44000 
497 19146 0 246000 
514 -28062 0 0 
518 28994 0 15000 
524 30000 5000 6000 
536 -42282 40000 183000 
573 19035 65500 80250 
582 9622 63101 50000 
591 43000 10000 38700 
593 27701 21000 61408 
653 37856 11000 100000 
655 26369 10000 22000 
673 44860 500 15000 
696 35011 1000 67000 
717 33150 30000 10000 
725 38597 2500 130000 
730 15211 25000 146000 
742 31934 17500 17500 
750 17150 6500 211581 
764 39554 2000 7300 
769 20373 13500 35000 
795 38521 10000 10000 
813 12408 25000 11000 
866 29605 3038 141000 
883 43030 10000 144000 
910 31089 0 118343 
912 1863 0 3000 
923 -21169 17000 1000 
925 26701 25000 60000 
928 42531 8222 38306 
937 15061 25000 19000 
950 41471 20000 -4000 
959 18824 0 47928 
961 34421 10200 44500 
967 16500 13000 146405 
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LD. Number Parent AGI Home Equity Farm Equity 
979 29084 18000 67850 
980 18476 45000 19020 
986 24668 26000 76000 
989 24550 29000 75000 
994 8773 0 15000 
995 32655 8000 96070 
997 28617 0 154818 
999 19067 0 30000 
1008 41269 25250 900 
1011 33947 7500 41067 
1016 34105 16000 430000 
1048 19636 18000 26250 
1060 37795 12000 83000 
1085 22556 7500 -13500 
1089 43345 0 214000 
1090 2676 0 86000 
1092 49052 0 3300 
1101 25721 21000 20000 
1109 35280 25000 24000 
n i l  50000 0 125000 
1128 25277 25000 26550 
1132 28258 0 50000 
1174 20750 10500 -2000 
1178 40664 0 -155000 
1199 18410 4600 96757 
1204 59185 51540 83000 
1221 31018 25286 41905 
1223 47766 50000 70000 
1224 22933 35000 150000 
1227 31799 0 39482 
1245 28383 4000 6800 
1258 11152 0 5156 
1259 33316 28141 46856 
1263 37298 10000 124575 
1273 43188 0 -36742 
1337 30946 4000 418000 
1340 36395 40000 174000 
120 
LD. Number Parent AGI Home Equity Farm Equity 
1347 60146 7000 38900 
1353 37975 60000 159000 
1358 41477 35000 56000 
1382 19941 0 50000 
1399 38188 17765 102570 
1406 49713 26000 57500 
1424 6594 0 22000 
1434 48969 30000 55842 
1453 35290 0 935 
1456 27788 58000 43000 
1457 10637 16646 49450 
1479 26320 5000 40600 
1508 12317 20000 54000 
1525 34279 25000 135000 
1532 15550 24000 52000 
1536 38985 1320 1680 
1581 11491 11800 62000 
1583 48201 20000 9500 
1624 61447 1000 0 
1636 24610 36000 4200 
1638 13794 30000 150000 
1642 1865 15000 41000 
1644 46921 10000 17000 
1646 36143 35627 49163 
1647 20945 16000 115500 
1657 19275 37738 900 
1662 49399 0 162004 
1666 38842 25589 69500 
1680 1115 44700 74850 
1715 37248 0 8860 
1766 21883 3500 -75743 
1782 23963 0 124822 
1797 6894 50000 448951 
1821 23689 5000 36905 
1837 33552 25500 22500 
1875 43582 41285 149800 
1885 61797 11576 43176 
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LD. Number Parent AGI Home Equity Farm Equity 
1899 30463 20000 160000 
1900 23944 0 56100 
1910 8372 5000 0 
1921 9966 0 -58765 
1926 18935 1000 50000 
1927 65811 45000 100000 
1935 37007 63000 466800 
1944 52324 24450 159400 
1946 20862 10000 125760 
1953 6280 0 390000 
1959 21841 4000 338 
1973 21771 8550 35620 
1977 16530 55000 75000 
2011 37817 8350 -22000 
2021 39239 19000 88000 
2027 28819 28000 40000 
2031 36699 8250 42500 
2042 54900 4875 92500 
2050 50534 30000 75000 
2055 436 35000 148000 
2063 40941 0 50000 
2143 56624 10000 30000 
2157 -90189 0 -187000 
2162 -62225 5000 108000 
2163 41018 10000 27167 
2167 34369 26000 76800 
2206 28977 0 28000 
